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ABSTRACT 
Issues of law, order and imprisonment are no less important in Queensland 
than they are elsewhere in the world. This study focuses on one area of law 
and order expenditure, that of imprisonment. The function of imprisonment is 
not merely to deter crime but also to punish offenders and to attempt to 
rehabilitate them before releasing them into the community. To an economist 
the obvious question that this raises is whether the benefits of imprisonment 
outweigh the costs. Crime is very much a cost and allocation issue. The 
most obvious costs are those of policing, bringing to trial and incarcerating 
offenders. There are also the indirect costs to the victims of crime as well as 
the costs imposed on the families of offenders and to society in the form of 
welfare support, not to mention the loss of productivity for an offender while in 
prison. Society must decide how best to allocate its scarce resources in order 
to obtain the maximum benefit. 
While the issues in this thesis are examined in the context of the 
Queensland experience it is not unique to this part of Australia or to this part 
of the world. The problems raised and the recommendations made can 
easily be applied to other jurisdictions. 
The study begins by examining the economic approach to crime and 
compares this to sociological and psychological theories. The focus is on the 
causes of criminal behaviour and its prevention. Crime is seen as a rational 
act which can be reduced by increasing the costs, those being the probability 
of apprehension and the severity of the punishment. Economic theories seek 
to define an optimal level of crime, which implies an optimal level of public 
resource allocation. 
The history of imprisonment shows how the functions of today's 
prisons have changed over time. While initially performing the function of 
restraint they begin to assume the role of punisher and more recently as 
rehabilitator. Interestingly, the early prisons were operated on a user- pays 
system, that is, the prisoner was expected to pay for board and lodging. 
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Although the practice may not be feasible in today's society the privatisation 
of prisons might be considered a variation of this, to the extent that the 
prisons are managed by profit motivated private concerns. 
The prisons of Australia have been largely modelled on those of Britain 
and Europe and prison administration in Queensland has its roots in these 
penal systems. The difference is, however, that Australia's convict origins 
has made some mark on the nature of corrections in this state. The study 
therefore looks at the development of corrective services in Queensland from 
its convict beginnings. 
No account of prison administration in Queensland would be complete 
without an examination of the Kennedy Enquiry. The thesis looks in detail at 
the recommendations made resulting from the Commission of Review as well 
discussing the reasons for this. Whether or not the Queensland Corrective 
Services Commission has been successful in implementing the 
recommendations forms an important topic for debate. 
At a time when governments the wortd over are searching for ways to 
reduce expenditure privatisation has assumed an important role. Corrective 
services are no exception to this. In Australia as elsewhere the private sector 
is being encouraged to participate in the running of prisons. The rationale is 
not necessarily that the private sector is more efficient than the public sector 
but rather that increased competition will produce efficiency gains and 
therefore reduce public sector expenditures. In Queensland this movement is 
gathering momentum with two prisons contracted out to the private sector and 
the remainder now being within a government owned corporate entity. The 
question arises as to the moral issues involved and also the extent of the 
potential efficiency gains and therefore cost reductions. This forms the basis 
for a comparison between a government managed prison and a privatised 
prison in similar parts of Queensland and having similar security status. On a 
cost/inmate basis little difference emerges. 
Since the study is based on Queensland prisons it is necessary to 
understand the nature of the state's penal institutions and the inmates. Data 
show that prison inmates the world over share many common characteristics 
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and Queensland's prison population is no exception. By and large offenders 
are young males with education levels below the state average and come 
from the low income areas with high levels of unemployment. In Queensland 
a hugely disproportionate number of inmates consist of Aboriginals. In other 
words the state's prison population is in no way representative of the state's 
population. 
The issue of the cost of imprisonment is central to this study. 
Disaggregated recurrent expenditure figures provide the basis for a 
comparison between institutional costs and areas of expenditure. Costs vary 
not only between institutions with similar security status but also between 
areas of expenditure illustrating the scope for rationalisation. High cost 
institutions are, in the main, high security prisons while the cheapest on a unit 
cost basis are open custody prisons. There is some evidence also that the 
opportunity for scale economies exists within the prison system and that the 
general trend in average costs is downwards. 
Apart from reducing total costs by achieving efficiency gains and a 
reduction in unit costs the level of expenditure would undoubtedly fall if the 
prison population fell. This, of course, requires consideration of alternative 
forms of punishment and supervision. Community supervision is one such 
alternative and this study shows a relatively low re-offence rate for offenders 
on parole. . It can also be provided in Queensland at a fraction of the cost of 
imprisonment and therefore warrants serious consideration. However, not all 
inmates would be considered suitable for parole supervision or at least some 
would be considered high risk. The key to reducing the rate of re-offence is to 
identify those offenders who are most likely to re-offend. Using a number of 
explanatory variables from data provided by the QCSC multiple regression 
analysis is used to identify this group. This reveals a number of factors which 
strongly mitigate against post-release success. These include such factors 
as age, Aboriginality, institutional infractions, family background and 
employment status. Given that it is possible to recognise high risk offenders it 
follows that special programmes can be offered to aid parole success or at 
least extend the offence free period subsequent to release. This undoubtedly 
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provides the opportunity for very substantial public sector expenditure 
savings. 
Finally, it is not merely the released inmates who differ in their ability to 
successfully remain outside prison but there are also differences in the quality 
of preparation for release or supervision on release. This may of course 
reflect differences in the nature of the offenders but may also reflect 
variations in resource allocations. Cost-efficiencies are measured and 
compared using the average number of offence free days per institution or 
community supervision region. This opens the door for a more thorough 
investigation of the poor performers, which is however, beyond the scope of 
this study. It is possible though that this is a question of resource switching 
between the various forms of institutional and community supervision. 
In summary, the study provides a detailed background to corrective 
services in Queensland, its past and present. As far as its future is 
concerned the thesis makes recommendations, based on empirical 
observations, in relation to how cost-efficiency could be improved. 
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CHAPTER 1 
Introduction 
1.1 Introduction 
Since Gary Becker's 1968 article on the economic approach to crime and 
punishment there has been considerable, if somewhat spasmodic, interest in 
the economics of crime. Given the amount of attention focused on crime and 
punishment in the media it is evident that these are important areas of 
concern. Economists are well placed to investigate the question of resource 
allocation in the sphere of both crime prevention and retribution. By and 
large, research by them has been centred on the deterrence effect of 
punishment and optimal crime levels. A rationalist approach has been 
adopted which assumes that an offender makes a rational decision to commit 
a crime after estimating the potential costs and benefits. While this forms a 
point for discussion throughout this thesis the emphasis is placed on the 
economics of imprisonment and recidivism. 
The propensity to re-offend has been the subject of attention largely by 
psychologists, sociologists and criminologists but has been neglected by 
economists. It is in this area that this thesis makes its major contribution. 
While it is important to recognise the factors which affect the decision to 
commit a crime it is also vital to recognise that a large proportion of offenders 
will not be deterred by prison sentences and will, soon after release, offend 
again. This is at the centre of the resource issue which provides the main 
focus of this study. Imprisonment is an intensive resource consumer. The 
world over, there is a tendency for imprisonment rates (although fluctuating 
according to prevailing philosophies) to be rising. It follows therefore that if 
the prison population is rising then unless there is a dramatic fall in unit costs 
the total cost of imprisonment must also be rising. The implication is that 
imprisonment will be consuming an ever-larger share of the nation's public 
resources. In view of this, it is important that efforts are made to find cost-
effective alternatives (if they exist) and this is primarily what this study sets out 
to do. Two different approaches are adopted. Firstly if total costs are to be 
held at least steady while the prison population rises then unit costs must fall. 
This approach holds some short-term promise if levels of efficiency can be 
raised. This however, is unlikely to yield a long-term solution. Alternatively 
then some means has to be found to attempt to reduce or, at worst, maintain 
the prison population at current levels. This provides the second approach 
and can perhaps be best achieved by concentrating resources on post-
release programmes aimed at reducing rates of re-offence and re-admission. 
At the same time the deterrence effect of imprisonment should not be 
permitted to lose its potency. 
Most research of a similar nature both internationally and within 
Australia has focused on the explanation for and prediction of recidivism 
(Broadhurst and Mailer 1990, Broadhurst, 1990 and Cumbertand and Boyle, 
1997, for example). Some studies have focused on the costs of 
imprisonment (Weatherbum, 1990 and Clifford, 1989, for example). Few, 
however, have combined the sociology of imprisonment with the economics 
of imprisonment. It is in this sphere that this thesis adds a new dimension to 
criminological research. The combination of cost data and sociological data 
allows an inter-disciplinary approach to the analysis. By identifying potential 
re-offenders and making policy recommendations aimed at reducing re-
offence it permits a thorough and precise investigation of the resource 
implications of recidivism. Its conclusions therefore suggest various means 
by which the re-offence rate might be reduced and at the same time how 
public resources might be utilised more efficiently. 
1.2 The Data 
The raw data used in this study have been provided by the 
Queensland Corrective Services Commission from its Correctional 
Information System (CIS). This database has been considerably upgraded 
and improved since 1992 and thus offers a relatively high degree of 
accuracy. The data are collected when inmates are admitted to prison and 
continually updated throughout an inmate's custodial sentence. This process 
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ensures the validity of the data and reduces the possibility of error. Where 
errors have been suspected records have immediately been deleted from the 
database forming the basis of the analysis. The sample of over 1400 inmates 
used in the recidivism analysis substantially reduces the possibility of major 
error or bias. 
While the CIS has provided a rich resource base for the study this has 
necessarily been supplemented by the application of mathematical and 
econometric techniques in order to present meaningful conclusions. This 
process of data transformation has been paramount in successfully achieving 
the objectives of the study. 
1.3 Objectives of the Study 
The main objectives of the study are as follows: 
• to determine those factors which are important in an 
individual's decision to re-offend. 
• to determine what society sees as the major functions of 
imprisonment and how this perspective has altered 
throughout time according to prevailing philosophies. 
• to examine how the system of corrections in Queensland has 
evolved and how its past development has influenced its 
present characteristics. 
• to investigate alternative means of corrective services 
delivery. 
• to examine the cost structure of the Queensland corrective 
services system and to identify cost inefficiencies. 
• to identify groups of inmates who on release from prison 
might be considered high risk in terms of their propensity to 
re-offend. This represents an important adaptation of 
rationalist type theory. 
• to propose alternative means of managing in a cost-effective 
manner released inmates, in particular, those considered to 
be at high risk. 
While the study utilises data supplied by the Queensland Corrective 
Services Commission on inmates released in Queensland the policy 
proposals would not be unique to the management of releasees in that state. 
Indeed the findings confirm those from other studies in many developed 
countries and serve to reinforce the view that certain groups within society 
have a high propensity to commit a crime. 
1.4 Structure and Overview of the Study 
The study is introduced through an examination of the various contributions to 
the economic literature on crime. At the forefront, of course are Becker 
(1968) and Ehrlich (1973) but these were followed by something of a 
proliferation of literature, (cf Lewis, 1987). Chapter 2 also looks at the 
sociological and psychological theories on criminal behaviour and draws 
attention to the fact that economic and non-economic theories are not 
necessarily at odds with each other. While the non-economic theories focus 
on psychological factors such as intellectual disability together with 
sociological factors such as poverty and unemployment these will necessarily 
militate against an individual's efforts to make a living through legitimate 
means and will therefore be part of a rational decision to offend. The major 
difference can be seen as the aim of the non-economist to have no crime 
contrasted with the economist's aim to have an optimal level. Not 
surprisingly, these factors are also important in the decision to re-offend. 
Chapter 3 looks at the evolution of prisons firstly in Europe and later in 
Australia. The emphasis is placed on the changing functions of imprisonment 
from one of detention to the modern day functions of deterrence, retribution 
and more recently rehabilitation. In addition, it traces the development of the 
prison system in Australia from its convict origins to more recent times. 
The importance of Chapter 4 lies in its identification of the origins of 
problems within the Queensland prison system in historical perspective. 
Many of these stem from the expansion of the system through time and its 
relatively haphazard development. From a convict colony to a modern penal 
system has been something of a rocky road largely lacking planning, direction 
and forethought. Recurring problems have never been adequately dealt with 
and are evident today. These include problems of recidivism, inadequate 
work facilities and administrative efficiencies. On a brighter note, however, 
throughout the 20th century more fervent attempts at rehabilitation were made 
with the introduction of education programmes, more work facilities, 
counselling and the parole system. 
Chapter 5 examines the impact of the 1988 Kennedy Report, a major 
milestone in Queensland corrective services. Not only does it discuss the 
reasons for the review and the resulting administrative changes but it also 
provides an evaluation of the Queensland Corrective Services Commission 
during its first five-year period. 
An important recommendation of the Kennedy Report was that the 
private sector should become more involved in corrective services delivery, 
the main argument being that privatisation in whole or in part would facilitate 
greater competition and therefore achieve substantial efficiency gains. 
Chapter 6 provides a comparison between a public and a private sector 
managed prison in terms of their operational characteristics and their costs. 
Since the remaining chapters focus on inmates released from various 
Queensland prisons Chapter 7 gives a detailed background to the present 
Queensland prison system and its inmates, in particular in terms of their 
personal characteristics. This presents an accurate picture of the nature of 
the individuals who commit crime and provides support for many of the 
theories advanced in Chapter 2. 
The decision to use imprisonment as a means of punishment is also a 
decision to allocate public resources for a particular use. Chapter 8 examines 
in detail the direct recurrent costs of imprisonment in Queensland 
disaggregating expenditures by institution and expenditure area. It highlights 
high expenditure areas and suggests how resources may be allocated more 
efficiently. In addition, it provides a close examination of expenditures on 
community custody and supervision, both considered alternatives to 
imprisonment for some groups of inmates. 
To prevent individuals from committing criminal acts is synonymous 
with keeping people out of prison. The high cost of imprisonment highlighted 
in Chapter 8 indicates that from a resource allocation point of view, keeping 
people out of prison makes good economic sense. Chapter 9 utilises data 
provided by the Queensland Corrective Services Commission to examine the 
performance of a cohort of 1400 inmates released from Queensland's prisons. 
Multiple regression analysis is used to identify from a range of variables those 
which are important in determining the degree of success experienced by the 
parolees after their release. Success is defined as the number of days the 
offender experiences without re-offending or being re-admitted to prison. 
Chapter 10 sets out to achieve two main objectives. Firstly, it aims to 
find support for the success rates shown in Chapter 9 and introduces a risk 
index which identifies the high risk groups among the released inmates. 
Secondly, using the offence-free days measure and the cost structures 
discussed in Chapter 8, it makes a comparison of the cost-efficiencies of 
various prisons in Queensland and the community corrections regions. This 
comparison is based on the notion that an important function of the prison and 
of community supervision is one of rehabilitation and the prevention of re-
offence. 
1.5 Theme of the Study 
There are two broad themes to this study. Firstly, as already indicated. 
Chapters 3 to 5 discuss the development of the Queensland prison system 
from its convict origins to the present. This is fundamental to an 
understanding of the present nature and objectives of corrective services in 
Queensland. 
Chapters 6 to 10 provide the main focus of the study which is the costs 
of imprisonment and how these costs might be reduced. In particular these 
chapters identify community supervision, for some groups of inmates, as a 
cost-effective alternative to incarceration. More specifically, supervision of an 
offender outside prison costs in the region of $2/day compared to around an 
average of $90/day for incarceration. Further, the study shows that the 
likelihood of re-offence while an offender is on parole is low. The study also 
identifies those inmates who may be suitable for early release. 
CHAPTER 2 
Theories on Crime and Punishment: 
Economic and Non-Economic 
A Review of the Literature 
2.1 Introduction 
This chapter traces the evolution of modern theories of criminal behaviour 
although the emphasis is placed on rationalist economic theories. While 
research in criminology has largely been in the hands of psychologists, 
sociologists and lawyers, economists have in recent times made some 
important contributions. Indeed, as pointed out by Lewis (1987) the volume of 
literature on the economics of crime has increased quite markedly since Gary 
Becker's 1968 article on the economic approach to crime and punishment. 
An important focus of both economic and non-economic theories on 
crime is that of criminal motivation. More specifically, if it is possible to 
identify the major factors responsible for criminal behaviour it may also be 
possible to control such factors and in turn also control crime rates. Theories 
on the causes of crime have ranged from mystical explanations to those 
which assume total rational behaviour. Thus the main theme of this chapter is 
the changing perspectives on the causes of criminality and its control. 
The discussion focuses first on theological explanations before 
introducing physical explanations such as those advanced by Cesare 
Lombroso. Psychological factors have also been seen as important and the 
chapter discusses their contribution. These centre on characteristics such as 
intellectual disability and low 10 levels. Sociological theories suggest that 
criminals, by and large, are a homogeneous group and come from 
economically and socially disadvantaged sections of society and these 
theories have remained popular throughout recent history. Indeed, there is 
ample evidence to show that crime is far more prevalent among the poorer 
and poorly educated communities (Dilulio, 1996). 
The chapter shows that economic theories on crime go back as far as 
Adam Smith although it was Beccaria and Bentham who popularised the "pain 
and pleasure" approach. It was this philosophy which was transformed into 
the modem theories as propounded by Becker (1968) and Ehrlich (1973) and 
which have subsequently been modified to form the basis of the deterrence 
hypothesis. In Australia, perhaps the best known study is that by Withers 
(1984) and later by Lewis (1987) and the results of their research are 
discussed in this chapter. 
2.2 Biological, Sociological and Psychological Theories 
Early theories saw crime as the outcome of a struggle between good and evil 
or to put this in theological terms a struggle between a god and a devil. 
Criminal acts quite clearly resulted from the triumph of the devil. Evidence of 
this belief can be found in early society's methods for determining guilt or 
innocence. The outcome of trial by battle for example, represented victory for 
the innocent party if bestowed by the gods. Similarly, trial by ordeal such as 
walking on hot coals would result in rapid healing of the wounds with the aid 
of the gods if the accused was innocent (Barnes, 1930). Such beliefs 
persisted throughout Medieval Europe. 
These attitudes began to change along with increasing interest and 
advances in both the physical and social sciences. Theories on crime 
became more diversified ranging at one end of the spectrum from those which 
explained deviance in terms of uncontrollable physical or mental forces to 
those in which criminals were seen as rational human beings. 
While the main focus of this chapter is on those theories which assume 
rational behaviour in criminals, it is nevertheless worthwhile to briefly examine 
theories which attribute criminal acts to non-rational behaviour. This may 
result from physical (biological), psychological or social factors. 
The search for a physical or biological explanation for criminal 
behaviour largely resulted from the work of Cesare Lombroso in the 1870s. 
Lombroso's theory emanated from a study of Italian prisoners during which he 
claimed to have found common and recurring physical characteristics. The 
"typical criminal was characterised by (features such as) a low and slanting 
forehead, long ear lobes or none at all, a large jaw with no chin, heavy supra-
orbital ridges, with either excessive hairiness of the body or an abnormal 
absence of hair" (Barnes, 1930, p.2). Indeed, Lombroso likened these to the 
physical characteristics inherent in primitive human beings. 
Similar results, suggesting a link between physical attributes and 
criminality are reported by Fink (1962), Fishbein (1990) and Wilson and 
Hemstein (1985). These include the shape of the skull (thought to reflect the 
characteristics of the brain), body shape (criminals tend to be more muscular), 
the prevalence of physical deformities and even the size of genitals (see Fink, 
1962). Theories on genetic inheritance or genetic defects tend to suggest the 
notion that there exists such a thing as a born criminal. However, the 
problems associated with the separation of the hereditary and environmental 
factors are not unfamiliar. 
Twentieth century criminologists have looked increasingly towards 
psychology and sociology for necessary explanations for criminal behaviour. 
Evidence of this is to be found in the modern day prevalence of psychiatric 
and social assessment during trial and sentencing procedures as well as 
during the incarceration period. In the former instance, it may be in an effort 
to determine why a crime was committed but in the latter case it is as part of 
the 'treatment' or rehabilitation process. The extraordinary faith placed in the 
prescriptive value of psychiatry is exemplified by Harry Elmer Barnes as far 
back as 1930. "The advantage of the psychiatric approach is that it is 
possible for the psychiatrist to take into account all the possible influences 
operating on the criminal'. Psychiatrists, he says, are "uniquely fitted to 
investigate and evaluate the various influences which may impel an individual 
to execute an anti-social act'. Furthermore, "it has been shown that a criminal 
act is absolutely determined for the individual on the basis of his biological 
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heredity, his past and present experiences or both. There is not the slightest 
modicum of freedom of choice allowed to either the criminal or the normal 
citizen in his daily conduct' (p.3). Indeed, Barnes felt that "the most promising 
method of treating crimes" was "the application of psychiatry to the diagnosis 
of the criminal personality and the reconstruction of the criminal' (Barnes 
1930, p.270). 
The application of psychiatric analysis to criminology has centred on 
the identification of personality traits present in criminals and the 
measurement of intelligence levels through 10 tests. Studies report the 
identification of personality disorders such as rebellious and generally anti-
social behaviour, high incidences of psychopathy, depression, schizophrenia 
and hypomania (see Wilson and Hernstein, 1985 for example). In relation to 
intelligence levels there is no shortage of studies which show that standard IQ 
tests reveal lower levels of intelligence among prison inmates than among the 
remainder of the population. It should be noted here, however, that a 
standard IQ test when applied to a randomly selected primary or secondary 
cohort or section of the population is likely to give vastly different results when 
applied to a non-random group of prison inmates. That is, convicted criminals 
may possess mental and social characteristics in common, which may pre-
dispose them to perform poorly. 
More specifically, while many criminals may lack the necessary 
academic skills to perform well in IQ tests it must nevertheless take a unique 
form of ability to be "streetwise" (in the case of juveniles) or to, for example 
plan and execute a robbery. It might also be argued that the more intelligent 
criminals are less likely to be apprehended (Buchanan and Hartley, 1992). 
The fact that prisons the worid over are occupied largely by individuals 
from lower socioeconomic groups gives rise to theories that crime originates 
from social and economic deprivation. Sociological theories on crime 
concentrate on the effects of family background and upbringing, social class, 
economic status and education levels. It is suggested here, for example, that 
individuals from broken homes or single parent families may have a greater 
propensity to commit crime than do those from more traditionally stable two 
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parent families although, as pointed out by Buchanan and Hartley (1992), the 
evidence is conflicting. Similarly individuals from poorer families and the less 
well educated may have the same propensity. Indeed, one of the great 
external benefits claimed for education is that educated individuals are less 
likely to commit crime. Unemployment may also be a factor which promotes 
criminal activity. Recently, for example, Weatherburn (1992) demonstrated a 
positive correlation between unemployment and crime rates. 
Social and economic deprivation may actually promote the incidence of 
crime in the sense that the perpetrator may see the criminal act as being 
morally justifiable. Robbing the rich to pay the poor may be viewed as a 
legitimate means of redistributing income. After all, this is exactly what the 
cult hero Robin Hood is said to have done and what in many cases has 
transformed, through the passages of time, the image of many Australian 
bushrangers. 
An examination of the socioeconomic characteristics of the criminal 
population gives some credence to the psychological and sociological 
theories on deviance. Evidence shows crime to be more prevalent among the 
poor and less educated members of society. Further, it shows a 
predominance of economically, socially and culturally disadvantaged 
individuals making up the prison population. A study of inmates in New South 
Wales prisons, for example, showed prisoners generally to be of low 
academic ability, largely unmarried, divorced or living in defacto relationships 
formerly unemployed, of low education levels and in many instances under 
medication for physical or mental illnesses (Porritt and Travis 1987). 
However, these characteristics do not necessarily imply that such individuals 
have no 'freedom of choice' as suggested by Barnes (1930) but merely that 
these factors strongly mitigate against their efforts at pursuing legitimate 
activities. That is, they are not necessarily at odds with theories on rational 
behaviour. More specifically, because an individual is poor and according to 
sociological theories is more likely to commit crime does not always mean that 
a person is not acting rationally given their economic disadvantage if they 
decide to resort to a criminal act. 
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2.3 Economic Theories: Their Evolution 
Many of the theories mentioned so far do, however, strongly imply that 
criminal acts result from irrationality or are as a result of influences extraneous 
to the individual. Economic theories of crime, on the other hand, assume 
individuals to be acting in a rational manner controlled by their own self-
interest. The decision to commit a crime is based on a comparison of the 
costs and the benefits of doing so. 
Variously described as a lawyer, economist and philosopher, Cesare 
Beccaria is reputed to have been the first to popularise the concept of an 
economic theory of crime. In his work "Essays on Crimes and Punishment 
first published in Italian in 1764 criminals were viewed as being rational and 
are primarily motivated by self-interest. Beccaria's principles were developed 
during a time of rationalist and utilitarian philosophy. He advanced the notion 
that human beings responded to the stimulation of pleasures and pains and 
that the rightness of an individual's or society's actions can be judged 
according to whether or not they promoted the "greatest happiness (to be) 
shared by the greatest number' (Beccaria, 1963). In addition, Beccaria 
believed in the application of mathematics to the study of human behaviour. 
His demonstration of the use of algebra in the problem of smuggling is a clear 
demonstration of his belief in the power of mathematics in arriving at the 
solution to an economic problem. (Groenewegen, 1987) 
Beccaria's doctrines on crime and punishment were not only somewhat 
radical for the time but were to prove to be profoundly influential. Barnes 
(1930) provides a summary of the main points in Beccaria's 1764 treatise. 
« The basis of all social action must be the utilitarian 
conception of the greatest happiness for the 
greatest number 
m Crime must be considered as an injury to society, 
and the only rational measure of crime is the 
extent of this injury. 
XI 
# Prevention of crime is more important than 
punishment for crimes. 
• The purpose of punishment is to deter persons 
from the commission of crime and not to provide 
social revenge (Barnes, 1930 pp.97-98). 
Beccaria also talked about the speed with which punishment should be 
expedited, the matching of the degree of severity of the punishment with the 
seriousness of the crime and the total abolition of capital punishment. He 
was, rather, a great believer in life imprisonment as a deterrent to crime 
because he felt that no individual would consider the cost of "perpetual loss of 
personal liberty worth the rewards of a criminal act. Beccaria recognised that 
punishment would act as a deterrent to crime only if the benefits of committing 
the crime were expected to be less than the costs (the penalty). This is a 
basic tenet of modern economic theories on crime. 
At around the same time, Adam Smith (1776) and William Paley (1785) 
were turning attention to criminal motivation and response. It was however, 
Cesare Beccaria who is said to have been an important influence on Jeremy 
Bentham. Although primarily a lawyer, Bentham is also renowned for his 
contributions to economics and philosophy. He was a prolific writer and an 
ardent criminal reformer much pre-occupied with the task of transforming the 
English penal code to one which reflected his humanitarian attitudes. 
Legislation, he believed, should be formulated in such a way that it would 
encourage individuals to pursue not only their own happiness but also the 
happiness of all members of society. In common with Beccaria, Bentham 
believed in the utilitarian principles of the greatest happiness of the greatest 
number and of the tendency of individuals to maximise their self-interests. 
These were not conflicting goals but may require appropriate legislation to 
ensure that individuals 'do as they ought'. 
Bentham's most famous and influential work on crime was his 
'Introduction to the Principles of Morals and Legislation' published in 1789. 
The treatise begins with the now famous statement that "nature has placed 
mankind under the governance of two sovereign masters, pain and pleasure. 
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It is for them alone to point out what we ought to do, as well as to determine 
what we shall do" (Bentham, 1907, p.1). What are nowadays referred to as 
costs and benefits, the pains and pleasures referred to by Bentham were 
regarded by him as quantifiable thus demonstrating his belief in the 
application of scientific methods to the study of criminal behaviour. 
Bentham believed that the only function of punishment was as a 
deterrent to crime. Like Beccaria he believed in the swiftness and certainty of 
punishment. It should, according to Bentham's philosophy, be possible to 
calculate the degree of punishment necessary in order to deter crime. As 
Brown (1930) puts it, Bentham recommended "that penalties be fixed which 
would impose an amount of pain just in excess of the pleasure which might be 
derived from the crime" (p.101). In this way men would be sufficiently 
deterred from committing crimes. By recognising and enumerating man's 
response to pleasures and pains Bentham was acknowledging both rational 
motivation and rational deterrence. This theme has been taken up by modern 
economists in the contention that the benefits of crime correspond to the 
pleasures as described by Bentham and the costs are the pains. The 
decision to commit a crime results from a rational evaluation of the imbalance 
of these two factors. 
2.4 Modern Theories on the Economics of Crime 
Modern theories on the economics of crime have been spearheaded by 
Becker (1968) and Ehriich (1973). Becker sees his work as being based on 
the early studies by Beccaria and Bentham. Of his own theory, he says "my 
efforts can be viewed as a resurrection, modernisation and thereby I hope 
improvement of these much earlier pioneering studies" (Becker, 1968, p.209). 
Becker's approach uses economic analysis to attempt to determine the 
optimal amount of crime. Since economics is primarily concerned with the 
allocation of resources it follows that any application of economics to the 
study of crime will consider the amount of resources which should be devoted 
to crime prevention such that the total social benefits are maximised. 
Alternatively, as Becker (1968) puts it the approach is an attempt to formulate 
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" a measure of the social loss from offences and find those expenditures of 
resources and punishments which minimise this loss" (p.2). 
Becker's model may be viewed as a time allocation model in that it 
attempts to explain how individuals divide their time between legitimate and 
illegitimate activity. By using utility theory Becker attempted to show that 
individuals would act rationally in their efforts to maximise the utility derived 
from committing a crime. In other words, the decision to commit a criminal act 
resulted from a comparison of the expected returns (utility) from the use of the 
individual's time when pursuing the legal or illegal act. Although Becker 
assumed legitimate employment to be riskless he recognised the inherent 
riskiness of criminal activity and therefore recognised that the ultimate 
decision will also depend upon the attitude to risk of the individual concerned. 
The riskiness derives from the probability of being caught and convicted, a 
factor, which the individual must necessarily estimate. 
The major aim of Becker's theory was to use an economic approach to 
determine the optimal amount of resources which should be allocated to law 
enforcement and thereby determine the optimal amount of crime. He does, 
however, see his application of choice theory as being an important aspect of 
the economic approach "... a useful theory of criminal behaviour can dispense 
with special theories of anomie, psychological inadequacies or inheritance of 
special traits and simply extend the economist's usual analysis of choice" 
(Becker 1968, p.170). 
The expected utility from committing an offence Becker gives as 
EU = pU(y-f) + (1-p)U(y) 
where EU is the individual's expected utility. 
p is the probability of being caught. 
f is the monetary value of the punishment. 
y is the income (or gain) both 'monetary and psychic' 
from committing the offence. 
The individual, according to the expected utility function will attempt to 
weigh the balance of 'pains' and 'pleasures' and where the expected utility is 
positive then the offence will be committed. The individual will desist. 
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however, where the expected utility is negative. Clearly, not only are the 
deterrence factors important, that is p and f, but also the potential criminal's 
attitude to risk must be taken into account. 
Pyle (1983) points out that there has been some criticism of Becker's 
analysis on the basis that he does not consider changes in wealth but 
concentrates on income changes and also makes the assumption that if a 
criminal is apprehended then there are no monetary gains from crime. His 
modification of the Becker approach is based on that by Brown and Reynolds 
(1973). Pyle's utility function is given as 
EU = pU(W-L) + (1 -p)U(~W-hG) 
where W is the wealth 
G is the potential gain 
L is the loss if caught. 
The individual will engage in crime only if EU is greater than U( ~W) 
which is the utility derived from the legitimate activity. Clearly then, the 
individual will commit a criminal act only if the potential losses (L) and the 
probability of being caught (p) are low and if the potential gain (G) is 
sufficiently high. The decision also rests on the individual's attitude to risk. 
Figure 2.1 shows a standard utility function for an individual who is 
assumed to be risk averse. It is characteristically converse demonstrating 
diminishing marginal returns to wealth. The utility of wealth is given by U(V\/) 
and in this case the individual has wealth H/from a legitimate pursuit and this 
yields utility U( W). The utility which might be obtained from an illegal pursuit 
is given by the line AB and this will depend upon the probability of being 
apprehended (p). If p = 7 then expected utility from committing the crime will 
be U( W - L) at point A. The probability of being caught decreases towards B 
such that aX B, p = o. The potential wealth at B would be W +- G yielding an 
amount of utility while at A it would be yielding U( W - L). 
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Figure 2.1 Risk Aversion and Participation in Crime 
Source : Pyle, 1983 
If this individual is to commit a crime then the potential wealth must 
exceed current wealth ( W) and yield more utility than that derived from the 
legitimate activity. It can be seen from Figure 2.1 that his will only occur at a 
level of wealth beyond w* since below that utility will be less than if the 
individual engages in crime. This demonstrates that even a person who is 
risk averse will commit a crime if the gains are high enough with the 
probability of apprehension being relatively lower. 
While in this instance the risk averse individual will only turn to crime 
when the odds are better than even (that is, beyond W). A risk seeker will do 
so even though the odds are unfavourable. This is shown in Figure 2.2. 
U(W) 
Utility 
U (W - L) 
U (W) 
W +G w 
Figure 2.2 Risk Preference and Participation in crime 
Source : Pyle, 1983 
In this case the individual demonstrates increasing marginal utility of 
wealth. To generate the same level of utility, from the illegitimate activity as 
from the legitimate activity an amount of wealth w is required as opposed to 
the current stock of wealth. If the individual engages in criminal activity at this 
point then both wealth and utility will increase as the probability of 
apprehension declines towards B. 
This comparison indicates that not only does participation in crime 
depend upon the anticipated losses or gains but that the probability of 
apprehension must be greater in order to deter risk lovers than those who are 
risk averse. 
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The major part of Becker's (1968) article was concerned with the 
determination of the optimal level of crime from society's point of view. This 
did not necessitate its complete eradication as Pyle (1983) points out "once it 
is admitted that there are considerable resource costs involved in reducing 
crime it is no longer obvious that reducing its level to zero is either operational 
or even ideal' (p.90). What Becker set out to do was to formulate a way in 
which the social losses from crime could be minimised. He saw these losses 
arising from the harm suffered by the victims of crime, the costs of 
apprehension and conviction and the cost of punishment. Thus social losses 
were represented by a function of the form 
L(p,f) = D(o) + C( p,o) + bfpo 
where L is the total social loss from crime 
D is the damage to society which will be the difference 
between the victim's loss and the perpetrator's gain 
C is the apprehension and conviction cost 
o is the number of crimes committed 
p is the probability of detection 
f is the value in dollar terms of the punishment per offence 
6 is a ratio of the social costs of punishment to the costs to 
the offender (or it is that proportion of the punishment 
costs which are borne by society). 
The total social loss from punishments will therefore be bfpo. Becker 
sees p and fas the only decision variables or in other words the only variables 
manipulable by the government in attempting to reduce the social losses from 
crime. 
The optimality conditions are given by 
D + C = -bpf(1-1/Ef) 
and 
D + C + Cp1/0p = -bpf(1-1/Ep) 
20 
where f and p are the elasticities of offences with respect to the severity of 
punishment and with respect to the probability of conviction respectively. 
These equations give what Becker calls the marginal cost and marginal 
revenue curves as shown in Figure 2.3. 
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Figure 2.3 The Socially Optimal Level of Crime 
Source : Becker, 1968 
The optimal number of offences will be at the point where the marginal 
revenue is equal to the marginal cost. Shifts in the marginal cost curve might 
be caused by changes in, for example, D, while shifts in the marginal revenue 
curve may be caused by changes in the elasticity of offences with respect to p 
and f. This will necessarily alter the socially optimal level of crime. 
Finally, Becker puts fonfl/ard a case in favour of the wider use of fines 
as a form of punishment ".... social welfare is increased if fines are used 
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whenever feasible" (Becker 1968, p.193). His arguments are based on the 
observations that: 
(i) imprisonment and probation use social resources whereas 
fines do not. 
(ii) the use of fines does not require knowledge of the elasticity 
of response of offences. 
(iii) fines are capable of providing full compensation to victims 
whereas other forms of punishment actually require 
victims to contribute towards the cost of the punishment. 
The application of fines says Becker should not depend on a person's 
income, race, sex or other circumstances but should be uniform in the same 
way as prison sentences are intended to be. Becker does acknowledge that 
in some cases where "the harm exceeds the resources of offenders" (such as 
murder) "...fines would have to be supplemented with prison terms or other 
punishments in order to discourage offenders optimally, (p. 195) 
While Becker's article was concerned largely with the allocation of 
resources to crime prevention, Ehriich (1973) used a one-period choice 
theoretic model to attempt to demonstrate how individuals allocate their time 
between legitimate and illegitimate activity. His theory was based on a 
number of assumptions: 
(I) After allowing for leisure time (which is fixed) individuals 
can choose between allocating the remainder of their time 
between legitimate and illegitimate pursuits. 
(ii) The gains from crime and the level of punishment (in 
monetary terms) are a function of the amount of time 
devoted to criminal activity, 
(iii) There are diminishing returns to both legal and illegal 
activity. 
(iv) Individuals are utility maximisers. 
(v) The probability of capture and punishment does not increase 
as more time is devoted to criminal activity. 
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(vi) There are only two possible states to the world, one in 
which the individual is caught and punished and other in 
which the individual is not caught. 
The individual's wealth in a state where he is caught and punished will 
be: 
Xa = Wo+Wi(t,)+WL(t-ti)-Fi(ti) 
and in a state where he is not punished: 
Xb = Wo+ Wi(ti) + WL(t-ti) 
where X is the individual's wealth (in monetary terms) if caught and punished 
X^ is the individual's wealth (in monetary terms) if not caught 
W is the individual's wealth endowment 
o 
W. is the wealth from illegal activity 
W^ is the wealth from legal activity 
t. is the amount of time spent on illegal pursuits 
F. is the monetary value of the amount of punishment 
Ehriich uses an opportunity boundary or transformation curve to illustrate the 
individual's optimal choice of time allocation. This is shown in Figure 2.4 
Recalling that X^ is the wealth from not being caught while x is the 
wealth from being caught and punished then point 7, represents the point at 
which the individual is engaging in only legitimate activity and therefore wealth 
( w -f n^ . ) is the same regardless of the likelihood of being caught and 
punished. This gives the lower extent of the opportunity boundary. In order 
for individuals to engage in crime w^ + w. must be greater than w^ + w^ and 
this is important in giving the shape of the opportunity boundary. That is, as 
w + w. increases, w + W^ will fall. The opportunity boundary or 
transformation curve is concave to the origin and at T there is complete 
specialisation in criminal activity and it is inside x^ since the criminal has an 
endowment of w even if caught and punished. Note that no person would 
pursue legitimate employment unless w^+ W^ - F(t) was less than WQ + w^(t). 
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Figure 2.4 Preference and Participation in Crime 
Source : Ehrlich, 1973 
The convex shape of indifference curve //, shows a diminishing 
marginal rate of substitution between wealth where the criminal is caught and 
punished and where the criminal is not punished. The theory shows that 
utility will be maximised at the point where the marginal rate of substitution 
between x and x. (slope of the indifference curve) is equal to the marginal 
rate of transformation between x and x. (slope of the transformation curve). 
In the case of Figure 2.4, this will be at point A where this individual will 
devote at least some time to illegal activity, despite being risk averse (shown 
by the convex indifference curve). It is clear that individuals will engage in 
criminal activity so long as the rewards are high enough to exceed the 
expected costs, that is, providing that Wj(tj) - WL(t - tj) > Fjitj). In this case the 
slope of the transformation curve must be steeper than that of the indifference 
curve which passes through T^ (Shown in Figure 2.4 as li^.) 
Ehriich's theory gives some insights into the determination of the 
supply of offences and therefore the factors which may alter the supply. For 
example, an increase in the probability of capture and punishment will 
increase the slope of the indifference curve and move the individual to a point 
such as B in Figure 2.4. An increase in the severity of punishment (F) will 
change the slope of the transformation curve and the indifference curve. This 
is shown in Figure 2.5. 
Individual's 
wealth if not 
caught 
Individual's wealth if caught 
Figure 2.5 Changes in the severity of punishment 
Source : Ehrlich, 1973 
An increase in the severity of punishment in the case of a risk-averse 
individual who is devoting some time to illegal activity will make the 
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transformation curve flatter (from T, T, to r, r^) and the indifference curve 
steeper, (from /, /, to /, Z^ )- The optimal choice of legal and illegal activity will 
change from A to Bthus reducing the supply of offences. 
It should be noted that in the case of risk preferring individuals an 
increase in the severity of punishment may flatten both the transformation 
curve and the indifference curves and may therefore increase or reduce the 
supply of offences. 
Finally, and not surprisingly, an increase in the return to crime will 
steepen the transformation curve and will, as a general rule increase the 
amount of time spent in criminal activity. Similariy the reverse will be the case 
where the return to crime falls or the return to legitimate activity rises. 
The work of both Becker (1968) and Ehriich (1973) highlighted the 
importance of identifying the variables which make up the supply of offences 
function. That is, if it is possible to identify the factor responsible for variations 
in the crime rate (supply of offences) then by manipulation of these variables it 
may be possible to effect reductions in the crime rate. Perhaps the most 
readily identifiable and most easily manipulable are the likelihood of detection 
and or conviction and the severity of punishment. Socioeconomic factors will 
also be important. Pyle (1983) suggests a supply of offences function of the 
form 
0 ^ 0(p,f,x) 
where O is the number of offences per time period 
p is the probability of detection/conviction 
f is the severity of punishment 
X represents socioeconomic variables (these may be, for example, the 
unemployment rate, income from legal and illegal activity and so on). 
Becker's work placed the emphasis on the effects of p (probability of 
detection/conviction) and f (severity of punishment) although Ehriich 
introduced x (socioeconomic variables). The following section will, however, 
discuss the results of a number of empirical studies in relation to the 
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responsiveness of the number of offences per period, O to changes in the 
probability of detection and in the severity of punishment since it is these two 
variables which are most directly under the control of central authorities. Of 
course, the success of any government implemented policy will depend upon 
the degree to which the crime rate responds to changes in p and f and it is 
this aspect which most studies have concentrated on. 
2.5 The Deterrence Hypothesis 
Since the publication of Becker's (1968) work and that of Ehriich (1973) much 
attention has been focused on the deterrence hypothesis and numerous 
empirical studies have been undertaken with varying results. Perhaps the 
most important was the empirical work of Ehriich himself and his estimation of 
a supply of offences function based on data from the USA for 1940, 1950 and 
1960. Although Ehriich introduced socioeconomic variables as determinants 
of crime the major focus here will be on the deterrent effects of both the 
probability of apprehension and imprisonment and the severity of punishment 
for these. Ehriich used imprisonment rates and the length of imprisonment 
respectively. He used both the OLS and 2SLS methods for estimating the 
supply of offences function for the aggregate crime level and also 
disaggregated by crime type. 
For aggregate crimes Ehriich found that crime rates were negatively 
(and significantly) related to imprisonment rates and the severity of 
punishment with similar elasticities. This was particularly true with respect to 
certainty of imprisonment but less so in respect to severity of punishment 
when crimes were disaggregated, according to Ehriich. However, with certain 
crime categories such as burglary, assault and larceny the severity of 
punishment appears to be a more significant deterrent than the probability of 
imprisonment. 
Further support was given to the deterrence hypothesis by Carr-Hill 
and Stern (1973, 1977, 1979). In a study of police force areas in England and 
Wales for 1961, 1966 and 1971 they found as Ehriich had done that the co-
efficients for certainty and severity were both negative and significant. 
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However, they also found that the elasticity with respect to certainty of 
imprisonment was greater than that with respect to severity. 
Avio and Clark (1978) produced mixed results in their study of property 
crimes in Canada. In this case the deterrence variables were the clearance 
rate, the conviction rate and the average prison sentence. The results of the 
study by Avio and Clark lent only some support for the deterrence hypothesis. 
While the clearance rate exerted a negative influence on the supply of 
offences the conviction rate was not found to be significant and nor was the 
length of sentence. The latter was a particularly disappointing result perhaps 
explained by the way in which prospective offenders might formulate their 
expectations of sentence length. Interestingly, they used sentences imposed 
during the period under study rather than the length of sentence of prisoners 
released. This was on the grounds that prospective offenders would be more 
aware of sentences being currently imposed. 
Sjoquist (1973) looked at property crimes in 53 municipalities in 1968 
and used the arrest rate, the conviction rate and average sentence length as 
deterrence variables. In addition Sjoquist used a number of socioeconomic 
variables such as school years completed, manufacturing workers' incomes, 
the unemployment rate and racial composition. Variables found to be 
significant in determining the crime rate were the arrest rate, racial 
composition, length of schooling and the unemployment rate. Interestingly 
average sentence was, for the most part, insignificant. 
Phillips and Votey's (1975) model of crime was based on data on 
felonies from 50 counties in California. The certainty measure in this case 
was the conviction rate while severity was measured according to the 
proportion of convicted criminals either sent to prison or sentenced to 
probation with prison or probation alone. They also included an index of 
socioeconomic and demographic factors. Both the certainty and severity 
measures were in this case found to be significant as were economic 
indicators such as poverty. 
Pogue (1975) also found that the arrest rate was significant in a study 
of a disaggregated sample of crimes in the USA using data for 1962, 1967 
and 1968. This was true of all crime categories with the exception of car theft 
and assault. Of the socioeconomic variables household incomes appeared to 
be the only one which significantly affected crime rates. 
Further support for the deterrence hypothesis is offered by Mathus 
(1978) who used data for US cities in 1960 and 1970 and assumed the crime 
rate to be a function of the imprisonment rate (certainty), the average length of 
sentence (severity) and a group of socioeconomic variables. Although there 
were considerable differences in the deterrence elasticities across crimes, in 
general these elasticities were negative and significant, the exceptions being 
for larceny and murder. Interestingly certainty as measured by the 
imprisonment rate undoubtedly had a stronger negative effect on the crime 
rate than severity. Racial composition and to a lesser extent the 
unemployment rate were also found to be significant. 
While Furiong and Mehay (1981) in a study of police districts in 
Montreal found deterrence factors to be significant (more specifically, the 
clearance rate) they also suggest that such deterrence factors are less 
important determinants of the crime rate when considering property crime 
than are economic conditions. In particular this was true of the unemployment 
rate. 
The studies outlined here appear to lend considerable support to the 
economic theory of crime. In essence this is proposing that criminal behaviour 
is a rational act based on the perceived costs and benefits of committing an 
illegal act. The potential law breaker must consider the likelihood of being 
apprehended and convicted and the consequences of apprehension and 
conviction. From the studies reviewed these emerge as important 
determinants of the crime rate. In particular, the probability of apprehension 
and conviction, in almost all cases, offers the best hope of increasing 
deterrence. 
Although in many cases significant in their association with crime rates 
the probability of imprisonment and the length of sentence are less strong 
deterrents to criminal activity. This appears to be particularly so in the case of 
sentence length. These findings, it should be remembered, are by no means 
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at odds with the theories of the eariy prison reformers Bentham and Beccaria 
who were advocating certainty of punishment as a major deterrent and were 
at the same time suggesting limitations on the severity of punishment since 
they believed this to be less effective as a deterrent (Withers 1984). 
It should be noted that where crime has been disaggregated by crime 
type deterrence elasticities vary. For example what is the appropriate 
deterrence policy for armed robbery is unlikely to have the same effect on the 
crime of homicide. 
Also, in support of the economic theory of crime is the finding, by many 
researchers that socioeconomic factors are important in affecting crime rates. 
This emanates from the notion that illegal activity is an alternative to legal 
activity and individuals will select that activity which 'pays the most' when all 
costs are considered. The more attractive legal activity becomes (even with 
certainty and severity held constant) the less likely individuals are to select 
illegal activity. Factors which are important are those such as employment 
levels, the real wage, education levels and so on. What this suggests is that, 
as Pyle (1983) points out "potential criminals respond to 'positive' incentives 
and not just to negative ones" (p.58). 
Much of what has been summarised previously has been borne out in 
two Australian studies. Withers (1984) used Australian data to investigate the 
determinants of crime along similar lines adopted by other researchers. The 
crime rate according to Withers is a function of deterrence variables, in this 
case the committal rate and the imprisonment rate and also of a group of 
socioeconomic variables. The incentives to commit crime included real 
income, share of income and the unemployment rate among male youths. 
Crimes were disaggregated according to specified categories which included 
homicide, rape, violent crime, property crime and for all crime. Withers uses 
cross-sectional and time-series data from Australia's states and territories 
(1963-4 to 1975-76). The results of his study are summarised by Lewis 
(1987) and reported here. 
The variables selected by Withers appear to be fairly comprehensive 
determinants of crime in Australia since the adjusted co-efficients of 
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determination extend from a low of 0.61 to a high of 0.92. In common with 
previously reported studies the deterrence variables perform quite well 
particularly where property crime is concerned. This is not true of homicide 
and rape, however, and certainly at odds with many previous studies was the 
finding that the socioeconomic variables which included poverty and 
unemployment were not important determinants of the crime rate. 
Lewis (1987) also summarises the results of his own (1986) 
study of the deterrence effect of sentence length. The study estimates the 
elasticity of severity of sentence by reviewing "available empirical evidence" 
(p.206). Lewis gives the mean elasticity of severity for various crime types 
and these are given in Table 2.1. 
Table 2.1 
Estimated Elasticity of 
Offence Type 
Rape 
Assault 
Robbery 
Burglary 
Auto Theft 
Larceny 
Murder 
Hijacking 
Fraud 
Property Crimes in Aggregate 
Crimes Against Persons in Aggregate 
FBI Index Crimes in Aggregate 
No Of 
Studies 
3 
3 
8 
6 
5 
7 
4 
1 
1 
4 
4 
3 
Severity b) 
No of 
Separate 
Data Sets 
2 
4 
9 
7 
4 
8 
4 
1 
1 
5 
4 
3 
/ Type of Crime 
Mean 
Elasticity of 
Severity 
-.700 
-.604 
-.471 
-.336 
-.283 
-.244 
-.205 
-.090 
.127 
-.393 
-.193 
-.468 
Mean 
(t) 
1.306 
1.834 
1.955 
1.876 
1.203 
1.727 
1.625 
2.194 
.659 
1.892 
1.400 
2.137 
Weighted Mean 
Elasticity of 
Severity 
-.675 
-.607 
-.675 
-.462 
-.359 
-.376 
-.274 
-.092 
.137 
-.575 
-.274 
-.584 
Source: Lewis (1986a) 
On the whole, it appears that violent crimes are more responsive to 
changes in the length of sentence than non-violent crimes except in the case 
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of murder. Lewis' evidence suggests elasticities to be highest for rape and 
assault elasticities are ranked robbery, burglary, auto-theft, larceny and 
murder. 
Bodman and Maultby (1996) provide an update of Withers' (1984) analysis in 
particular to examine the relationship between 'criminal activity and the 
criminal justice system, economic and demographic factors' (p.4). The model 
used by Bodman and Maultby sees the crime rate in Australia as a function of 
variables such as the clearance rate, expected sentence length, age, 
education level ethnic origin the labour force participation rate and the 
employment rate. What they find is that increases in both the probability of 
punishment and the severity of punishment have negative effects on the crime 
rate for property crimes thus lending support to the deterrence hypothesis. 
Other variables found to be significant are the aggregate unemployment rate, 
the labour force participation rate and immigration. 
In a recent article Dilulio (1996) calls upon economists to assist with 
the formulation of public policy on crime. "Criminal justice" he says "is a field 
that needs to be conquered by economists^' (p.3). After drawing attention to 
the escalating crime rate in the USA and pointing out that crime is very much 
a race, gender and class problem, Dilulio goes on to criticise the economists 
traditional emphasis on the deterrence hypothesis despite evidence to the 
contrary by Tauchen (1994) and Dale O'Cloninger (1994) who demonstrate 
the deterrence effect of policing. The problem is, says Dilulio, that today's 
"crime-prone boy^' axe "too radically present oriented and self-regarding for 
any type of conventional criminal deterrence to work' (p.16). Given that in the 
USA "75 per cent of violent juvenile offenders have suffered abuse by a family 
member; over half of all prisoners come from single parent families; over 60 
per cent of juveniles in custody and over a quarter of adult prisoners have 
parents who abused drugs and nearly a third of adult prisoners have a brother 
with a prison or jail record" (p. 15). It does not surprise Dilulio that these boys 
are "incapable of deferring grafitications for the sake of future reward^' and 
"there has never (for them) been a stable relationship between doing 'what's 
right' and being rewarded and doing 'what's wrong' and being punished' 
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(p.16). Dilulio is questioning the assumption of rationality on which deterrence 
theories are based and concludes that "the reality simply does not fit the 
theory {p.M). 
Dilulio calls on economists to evaluate the social costs and benefits of 
imprisonment. The social costs include loss of worker productivity and 
employability while some of the benefits include those gained from education 
and drug treatment programmes for example. Dilulio does, however, see an 
important niche for the economist in the area of "empirical research on crime 
in relation to social capital' (p.20). He points to the concentration of liquor 
outlets in inner city suburbs as producing negative externalities and the sense 
that it impacts on the crime problem while studies such as that by Freeman 
(1986) and Evans et al (1995) have shown that church attendance and related 
activities have positive effects on crime reduction. 
Freeman (1996) attributes rising crime rates largely to economic 
factors. He points out that the legitimate earnings opportunities for low skill 
men in the USA fell from the mid 1970s to the 1990s. Since the crime rate is 
a function of legitimate earnings opportunities this will necessarily impact on 
the supply of crime. The crime rate says Freeman was relatively 
unresponsive to the increase in the probability of incarceration which occurred 
during the 1980s. Other economic incentives for crime given by Freeman 
include low legitimate earnings prospects, unemployment, inequality "low 
perceptions of the riskiness of crime, higher assessment of the relative 
earnings of criminal behaviour and lower legitimate hourly pay (p.34) and the 
volatile nature of the US job market. After discussing the costs of crime, 
Freeman concludes that "crime costs are high enough to justify incarceration 
of offenders at current US levels, though perhaps not at much higher levels" 
(p.40). Any policy aimed at capping the rising crime rate should include 
improvements in labour market opportunities for low skilled youth. 
Finally, as one of the founding fathers of modern economic theories on 
crime, Issac Ehriich (1996) admits that "The market model of crime is still a 
work in progress. Data limitations have so far precluded implementation of its 
relevant structure, and the model itself is evolving' (p.65). Further, "A better 
33 
understanding of what does work, calls for more rather than less, research 
into the general deterrence hypothesis and the market model based on it." 
(p.65). 
2.6 Bounded and Unbounded Rationality 
Psychological and sociological theories on crime become increasingly 
relevant if it is accepted that there will be any deviation from the neo-classical 
assumption of unbounded rationality. While the traditional economists' views 
previously expressed in this chapter rely heavily on the criminal's ability to 
make a rational choice based on the "pleasure and pain" philosophy such 
theories are becoming increasingly open to challenge. More specifically, 
many now accept that there are considerable constraints placed on the 
decision-making process due information-processing limitations and the 
diversity of individuals (see Tisdell, 1996). Indeed, as quoted by Johnson and 
Payne (1996), Schoemaker (1982) goes as far as to say that "at the individual 
level expected utility maximisation is more the exception than the rule". 
Further, as suggested by Walsh (1986), it might be argued that if criminals 
behaved rationally they would not get caught. Finally, Tisdell (1996) points 
out that "We do not live in a perfect economic worid and are unlikely to do so. 
Our worid is characterised by the absence of unbounded or perfect rationality 
and by the presence of socioeconomic frictions or resistance and of diversity 
in the behaviour of human beings, their groups and organisations" (p.3). This 
poses a serious threat to expected utility theories of criminal behaviour. 
The concepts of rationality, utility maximisation and optimal decision making 
are based on perfect knowledge, an ability to order preferences and to be 
able to select the preferred options (Tisdell, 1996). Clearly, this is not always 
possible given the complex nature of the information gathering process and 
the difficulty of selecting options independently of the decision and actions of 
other individuals, groups and organisations. 
Given the intricacies of the decision making process Simon (1959) argues that 
"bounded rationality is the rule" (Tisdell, 1996, p.4) and following on from this 
individuals arrive at optimally imperfect decisions. This therefore seriously 
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confronts rational expectations theories and requires that economists consider 
the psychological difference evident among individuals which fundamentally 
affect the decisions which they make. More specifically, Tisdell (1996) 
considers the sources of diversity of economic behaviour suggesting that for 
the individual this may emanate from such things as their motivations, their 
perceptions of the possibility set, differences in search and maximisation 
behaviour as well as the inferences they draw from their observations, (p.11). 
For individuals this means that some "may basically engage in adaptive 
behaviour whereas others engage in proactive behaviour or behaviour which 
is close to maximising." (p.12). 
2.7 Conclusion 
While there is obviously a large and varied body of opinion on the causes of 
criminal behaviour, whether theories are based on economic or non-economic 
foundations there is little doubt that both crime and therefore punishment are 
largely concentrated within identifiable groups within society. These groups 
are, in the main, young and often poorly educated unemployed males who 
come from low income areas often inhabited by ethnic minorities. In addition 
they are likely to come from dysfunctional families perhaps with a history of 
criminality and an association with drugs and alcohol. 
In this regard the concept of bounded rationality may be of fundamental 
importance in the decision to offend. The nature and characteristics of 
offenders as shown in this study may limit their information gathering and 
processing abilities. The rational outcome of this process may be distorted by 
both sociological and psychological factors and may therefore lead to 
dangerously sub-optimal decision. For example, the urgency with which the 
financial rewards from the burglary are required will affect the planning 
procedures for that act, low IQ or educational levels may lead to inaccurate 
information being used and the actions of other individuals and groups will not 
always be accurately predicted. Finally, criminal acts may be committed for 
reasons of revenge, jealousy or anger and in many cases accompanied by 
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drug or alcohol use. In other words the motive is not always cleariy defined 
and the planning process is often far from precise. 
As indicated in this chapter most of the research in the economics of 
crime has been focused on the decision to offend rather than to re-offend. 
However, the broad principle is the same. Before re-offending after release 
from prison economic theories would suggest that a parolee would consider 
the costs and the benefits of committing the crime. In this regard this chapter 
has shown that studies that have included socioeconomic variables as 
contributors to the crime rate have almost always found them to be significant. 
These include racial composition, educational background, the unemployment 
rate and household incomes (Sjoquist, 1973, Phillips and Votey, 1975 and 
Pogue, 1975, for example). Quite clearly the potential benefits of illegitimate 
activity for certain disadvantaged groups in any society are greater than for 
others. It follows then, that inmates released from prison who are similariy 
disadvantaged will have a greater incentive to re-offend than those whose life 
opportunities are wider. This is despite the added cost to a parolee of 
immediate prison readmlssion for the remainder of the current sentence and 
the probability of an additional sentence if apprehended. The following 
chapters highlight some of the factors which contribute towards this decision. 
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CHAPTER 3 
A History of Imprisonment: To Transportation and Beyond 
3.1 Introduction 
This chapter traces throughout time how prisons have evolved and how the 
various functions have changed in their focus. This occurs often in a cyclical 
fashion affected by prevailing philosophies and funding. It then discusses 
how these changes have influenced the evolution of the prison system in 
Australia. 
"Every new society Nathaniel Hawthorn is reported to have written, "is 
soon in need of a graveyard and a prisori' (Economist, March 16^ *^ , 1996). 
The Macquarie Dictionary defines a prison as "a public building for the 
confinement or safe custody of criminals and others committed by laW. This 
definition appears to acknowledge one function at least of the modem prison, 
that is, its custodial function. The Concise Oxford Dictionary however, defines 
the prison as "a place in which (a) person is kept in captivity especially 
building to which (a) person is legally committed while awaiting trial or for 
punishment'. This introduces an additional function. Not only is the prison a 
place of detention but it is also a place of punishment. What both definitions 
ignore is the other two primary functions of a prison system recognised by 
criminologists. These are variously described as deterrence and 
rehabilitation. Hawkins (1976) adds other frequently used terms such as 
prevention containment, control, incapacitation, restraint, reintegration, 
therapy and training. 
For the purposes of this chapter the broader function of deterrence, 
rehabilitation and retribution will be the main focus. The main objective here 
is to highlight the way in which the emphasis changes regularly over time 
between functions. Not surprisingly this is influenced by the political climate 
of the time but must also be determined by past policy and existing 
37 
infrastructure. Cost considerations are also important since to construct, 
maintain and operate prisons is expensive. 
The eariiest prisons performed a function merely of containment until 
the accused was brought to trial. There was little thought given to the use of 
imprisonment as punishment in its own right. Indeed, more cost-effective 
methods of punishment were used such as mutilation, banishment or fines. 
When imprisonment began to assume a punishment or retributive function it 
was on a user-pay system. It was not until the 18th century, however, that 
rehabilitation became an issue. Perhaps the eariiest example was the 
Bridewell Houses of Correction, which began as places of detention for the 
able-bodied poor and provided them with various forms of menial 
employment. While strictly speaking not prisons they were eventually to 
become so. 
The end of the 18th century really saw the evolution of prisons, as we 
know them today. The user pay system and its inherent inequities began to 
diminish and the prison system became increasingly centralised in its 
administration. The movement towards greater centralisation was 
accompanied by a more humanitarian approach influenced by the ideology of 
individuals such as Bentham and Howard. The wave of utilitarianism at the 
time focuses attention on the deterrence function of prison. Much of this was 
based on Beccaria's notion that people act rationally and that punishment 
should be administered with immediacy and with the correct degree of 
severity and certainty. The deterrence approach was strongly challenged by 
Cesare Lombroso and Enrico Ferri who both argued that individuals may not 
always act rationally and that the degree of rationality is dependent upon a 
person's psychogenesis and environmental influences. Their concern for the 
psychological, social, economic and cultural factors which influence criminal 
activity caused them to reject the deterrence hypothesis in favour of a positive 
approach which incorporates treatment. To administer a fixed punishment 
such as a period of imprisonment for a specified form of criminal activity is, 
according to Ralph and Carol Ellis (1989) seen by the positive criminologists 
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as akin to "punishing patients forgetting sick' (p38). It Is like assuming that 
"the same medicine will cure all disease" (p.38). 
A common theme throughout the history of imprisonment is that 
punishment should be meted out such that it fits the crime. This is the basis 
of retributionist thought. Although similar in nature to the deterrence school 
the retributionists punish because an illegal act has been committed and not 
to achieve a specified outcome such as crime reduction. As Ellis and Ellis 
(1989) say as far as the retributivist is concemed "the punishment must 
'correspond' to the offence in the sense that the offender justly desen/es a 
certain severity of punishment and that it would be unfair not to administer the 
just punishment' (p.57). 
Ideally the prison should perform a mix of all three functions. As 
previously mentioned however, cost is an important determinant here as are 
existing infrastructures. The rehabilitative function, for example, requires not 
only resources for trained personnel but also capital equipment if industrial 
programmes are to be successfully operated. While such programmes are 
considered important to the process of rehabilitation prisons have been 
throughout time notoriously ill equipped in this regard. Prison industry has 
therefore concentrated on labour intensive output which may not be the most 
suitable form of industrial enterprise given the expectation of both profit 
generation and modern industrial training. Both the deterrence function and 
the retribution function require more prison beds as both the population and 
the crime rate rise. 
Despite the origin of the Australian prison system being found in 
convict transportation, the nature of prison administration in Australia today 
has been profoundly influenced by penal ideologies and policy. 
3.2 The Growth and Development of Prisons 
The prison as we know it today is a relatively new concept in what Grant 
(1992) refers to as "the history of organised retaliation" (p.29). Such 
organised retaliation prior to the 16th Century in Europe consisted largely of 
sanctions of a physical kind in the form of mutilation or death. This might be 
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the removal of a hand for stealing, for example, or death by crucifixion, 
beheading, stoning or other such means. However, Ives (1914) points out 
that prisons as places of detention existed as far back as Ancient Egyptian 
times but "prisons as places for the reception of 'ordinary' (as distinct from 
state or political) criminals for definite terms only evolved in England many 
centuries afterwards; whilst imprisonment as a punishment in itself to be 
endured under rules made expressly punitive and distressful, may be 
described as essentially modern" (p.1). While the evolution of the prison for 
punitive purposes is generally accepted as being a recent feature in prisons' 
history, McConville (1981) points out that both Pugh (1969) and Bassett 
(1943) have uncovered evidence that they were utilised as places of 
punishment as far back as the Norman Conquest. Ives (1914) also points out 
that the laws of Aethelstan provided for periods of imprisonment as 
punishment for certain offences. This was generally accompanied by an 
additional punitive requirement such as the payment of a fine. 
During Anglo-Saxon times the most commonly employed practice 
when an offence was committed was one of financial retribution. On the 
assumption that an act of crime always involved an injured party fines could 
be levied which were commensurate with the degree of harm inflicted. The 
fine also depended upon the "rank and importance of the person injured' (Ives 
1914, p.3). Not surprisingly, the fines levied were not always paid and in these 
instances offenders were either killed, mutilated, outlawed or sold into slavery. 
By the 12th Century in England many counties had already constructed 
public gaols. These prisons were still for remand rather than for punishment 
purposes and many were, at least in name, owned by the monarch. In 
practice they were operated by gaolers who exacted payment for the 
prisoners' keep. Since the prisoners often had to wait months and sometimes 
years before facing trial not only would their detention be costly for them and 
their families but they also faced the real possibility of death from starvation or 
disease before receiving sentence. 
Throughout the period leading up to the 16th Century fines remained 
an important means of punishment. A change occurred in their direction. 
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however, and instead of being paid to the injured party as had been the case 
during Saxon times these now became an important source of revenue for the 
reigning monarch. The brutal means of punishment instituted in eariier times 
persisted for felons. The most serious crimes attracted the death penalty 
while lesser offences resulted in mutilations of various kinds. Torture was not 
uncommon and punishment such as boiling alive, burning, severing of a hand, 
branding or the loss of the eyes remained features of the 16th Century. A 
change in the function of prisons was beginning to creep in during the late 
13th Century as Ives (1914) reports that "By the time of Edward I, we begin to 
arrive at sentences of imprisonment and read of such penalties as one year 
and then a fine, or two years in default of fine " (p.13). Further he reports 
that a sentence of three years, according to the first Statutes of Westminster 
applied to such offences as "carrying off a nun, allowing a prisoner to evade 
prison, or stealing tame beasts from a park' (p.13). 
The main functions of the eariy prisons were that of custody and 
coercion. They were largely privately operated and used for the confinement 
of those awaiting trial, of vagrants or debtors or those accused of political 
dissent. These prisons were run on a fee-for-service basis and expected to 
return a profit for their keepers. The fees were actually payable by those 
confined. These gaols made no pretence at rehabilitation and contained a 
mixture of felons, debtors and political detainees. In contrast to previous 
times the gaols during the 16th Century began to include increasing numbers 
of the wealthy or men of rank imprisoned as debtors. They may be there for a 
day or a lifetime and would very often share accommodation with an ever 
increasing inmate population comprised of vagabonds created by high 
population growth rates, enclosures and war demobilisation of the period. 
Whether gentleman or thief all prisoners were required to pay for their 
keep. The accommodation provided would, of course, depend upon the 
affluence of the prisoner. As Pendry (1974) points out this might be "as well 
appointed as a good London inn or as wretched as a slum" (p.8). In addition 
to the basic accommodation charges a gaoler could also exact fees for other 
services or privileges such as to exercise in the gardens. Profits were also 
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made from the sale of alcohol and tobacco which was usually of the poorest 
quality but at a high price. For the prisoner without money the only recourse 
was to beg through the prison bars which often opened onto the street. For 
all prisoners, too, there was the ever present problem of idleness and 
boredom. 
The ever increasing prison population was of considerable concern at 
the time particularly since prisons were never intended to be publicly funded 
and were required at least to be self-sufficient. For debtors, whose liberty 
depended upon the mercy of their creditors some relaxation of the laws at 
least controlled the increase in imprisonment rates. For the political prisoner, 
imprisoned largely as a result of harsh religious laws deportation was often 
the answer but the vagabond remained a problem since the vagabond was 
not a criminal as such but a social problem for which there was no easy 
solution. Perhaps there was also a concern at the time that poverty leads to 
crime. Hanging was one means by which the prison population could be 
controlled and this indeed proved to be the way in which many felons were 
dealt with. Some were recruited into the armed forces and some during the 
latter part of the 16th Century were made to row in galleys. Although 
transportation was becoming a popular alternative at the time this did not 
provide a solution to the ever-increasing vagrant population. 
Attempts to curb the rising tide of vagrancy in 16th Century England 
included according to McConville (1981J "whipping, branding, enslavement 
and hanging' (p.20), none of which, he reports, were effective. So, came into 
being the Bridewell House of Correction, opening a new chapter in the history 
of prisons. It was Nicholas Ridley, then a Bishop of London, who was largely 
responsible for establishing the first Bridewell. Ridley and others made 
application to Edward I who was then king for the use of Henry Vlll's palace at 
Bridewell as a place in which the able-bodied poor could be incarcerated and 
gainfully employed such that they were "saved from falling into that filthy 
puddle of idleness which was the mother and leader of us into beggary and all 
mischief; but from henceforth shall walk in that fresh field of exercise which is 
the guide and begetter of all wealth, virtue and honesty (Howes, p.47 as 
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quoted by Pendry, 1974, p.41). The poor of the time were divided into three 
main categories, "the succourless poor child, the sick and the impotent and 
the sturdy vagabond or idle person" (McConville, 1981, p.29). While the first 
two groups could be accommodated in London's hospitals, largely St Thomas' 
and St Bartholemow's it was the third group which was destined for the 
Bridewell. 
By today's definition the inmates of the Bridewell were initially, at least, 
not criminals. The population was comprised largely of vagabonds which 
McConville (1981) describes as "the socially unworthy nuisances, the 
disreputable and the suspected; all those who could not establish to the 
satisfaction of the authorities their place In the social order and productive 
processes of the commonwealth" (p.26). It did, however, include a number of 
petty criminals who were not kept in the country gaols. What makes the 
Bridewell unique in the history of incarceration is that it introduces a new 
function of imprisonment which hitherto had been, for the most part, absent. It 
was established as a means of offering poor relief and set out to solve the 
perceived problems of idleness and vagrancy. Thus not only do the Bridewell 
Houses of Correction provide the first real evidence of the reformative or 
rehabilitative function of prisons but they are also among the first publicly 
funded institutions charged with a punitive and reformative role for offenders. 
Indeed, the mere title 'Houses of Correction' implies that some form of 
'treatment' is being offered albeit crude and harsh in its application. 
Interestingly, corrective services remains a commonly used term for prison 
administration today. The Bridewell's also provide some evidence of an 
appreciation of the social costs of crime and vagrancy and of the potential 
benefits of transforming sturdy beggars into useful and productive citizens. 
While well meaning it was clear that the expectations of the Bridewell 
founders were beyond the capacity of the institutions to produce. The 
operating costs although partly funded from public levies and from gifts and 
endowments were expected to be met from the proceeds generated from 
inmate labour. This, In most cases, turned out to be a vain hope despite 
some noble attempts at providing productive employment. It was intended 
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that inmates should be trained in skills such as cap-making, spinning, knitting, 
and coiling of wire and employers were encouraged to use the services of 
prison labour in the hope that they might be apprenticed on release. On 
occasions Bridewell inmates would be sent out to clean the streets or to 
perform other 'community work'. Power in the Bridewells was provided by 
prisoner operated treadmills. The retributive function of the Bridewell was 
manifested in the form of the regular flogging of inmates. Certain categories of 
inmates were routinely flogged on admission before being allocated work 
tasks. This usually took place in public and was also the means employed to 
encourage reluctant workers to become more co-operative. Perhaps the 
public flogging also provided evidence of the deterrence function of the 
Bridewells. Pendry (1974) reports that "Every Saturday morning the weeks 
riffraff were brought up for correction. Women as well as men were stripped 
naked to the waste and secured by the arms in a pillory, where they suffered 
sometimes as many as 100 lashes" (p.45). On occasions offenders were tied 
to the back of a cart and whipped as the cart was hauled around town. This it 
appears was all part of the process of correction. 
Whether or not the Bridewell 'experiment' was deemed to be 
successful is a subject for debate. It may well have contributed towards 
reducing the increase in crime rates and at worst provided work for otherwise 
unemployed vagrants. Coke (1877) seems to consider them to have been 
highly effective since he declares that "there was not a rogue to be seen in 
any part of England' (p.728) when the justices were diligent. In any case, 
these Houses of Correction proliferated and by the early 17th Century there 
may have been as many as 200 of them. 
Whether successful or not the Houses of Correction to a large extent 
mirrored the ideological perspectives of the time and the Bridewell, at least in 
name, persisted throughout the 17th Century. The factors which contributed 
to their disintegration are not clear. More than likely it was a combination of 
factors such as financial problems in the form of a lack of funding, the use of 
the Bridewells by the government as custodial centres and the increasing 
emphasis on the punitive rather than the reformative function. 
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While initially developing as separate entities the local gaols and the 
Bridewells, not surprisingly, began to emerge as functionally similar 
institutions. An important turning point was the empowemnent of justices to 
use hard labour as a punishment in the early part of the 17th Century. The 
Bridewells were increasingly attracting offenders from the local gaols, in 
particular, minor offenders and in many instances the local gaols and 
Bridewells existed literally side-by-side. The union was formalised in 1823 by 
giving the justices control over both establishments and the distinction 
between them was terminated in 1865. These were cleariy the forerunners of 
the prisons, as they are known today. 
Tomasic and Dobinson (1979) see the development of the prison as a 
consequence of the changing socio-economic climate in Britain at the time of 
the Middle Ages through to the Industrial Revolution. The underpopulation of 
Europe which resulted from the Great Plague and from war resulted in a fall in 
the supply of labour while mercantilism was increasing the demand for labour. 
In a time of relatively high wages it was realised that profits could be made 
through the utilisation of criminal or merely vagrant labour. In other words 
prisoners could at that time be hired out at fairly attractive rates. Because 
labour was a valuable resource even criminals it appeared were better alive 
than dead and this contributed towards a general movement away from the 
use of the death penalty. Thus prison populations increased. Of course the 
development of prisons was not merely a function of the economic conditions 
of the time but also a response to rising crime rates and vagrancy. Prisons 
were adopting the deterrence and rehabilitative functions in order to come to 
grips with these social problems. 
The period up to the 18th century is something of a pre-history of 
prisons. While becoming an increasingly important weapon in the fight 
against crime and social deviancy the emphasis was still on correction or 
retribution through capital and corporate punishment. New strategies such as 
transportation were emerging and these might be viewed as pragmatic 
responses to particular problems. This was in stark contrast to the era which 
followed. 
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In the early years of prison history it can be seen that the major 
function of incarceration was a custodial one. Once tried and convicted 
inmates were sentenced to penalties which in the main did not include prison 
terms. It was during the later Middle Ages that prisons began to take on an 
additional function, that of retribution or punishment. Along with this came the 
notion that imprisonment, if sufficiently harsh, would provide a deterrent to 
criminal activity. It was, however, the Bridewell which added a new dimension 
and that was the reformative or rehabilitate function. Only then did prisons 
assume those functions which are now deeply entrenched in the prison 
systems of today. 
3.3 The Emergence of the Modern Prison 
The 18th Century in Europe was a period when enlightenment ideals were 
gaining popularity. These instigated revolutionary developments in art, 
philosophy and politics. The emphasis was on the power of reason applied to 
the understanding of the universe and knowledge, freedom and happiness 
were assumed to be the goals of the rational man whose main concern was 
with improving his own condition. Enlightened thinkers such as Nobbes, 
Locke and Bentham saw the maximisation of pleasure and the minimisation of 
pain as being principal motivators. Some radical political ideas were to 
develop in such a climate and in England this was manifested in movements 
towards reform. 
As a result the 18th Century was perhaps the most eventful period in 
the history of imprisonment. It was a time when prison administration was 
becoming increasingly centralised and when prison sentences were being 
used increasingly as punishment. Although, even at that time, capital 
offences on the statute books numbered in excess of 200, hanging was failing 
to stabilise the prison population. Similarly other alternatives to imprisonment 
namely the savage mutilations of the Middle Ages and the humiliation of the 
stocks and pillories were being viewed as inhumane forms of retribution. It 
was little wonder that despite the proliferation in penal institutions prisons 
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were becoming overcrowded and prison conditions were rapidly deteriorating. 
Southerton (1975) summarises the 18th Century prison conditions thus: 
"Throughout the eighteenth century, conditions in prisons 
throughout the land were very bad indeed. This was a 
time of callous and ineffective treatment not only for 
prisoners but also for those unsound in body or mind as 
well as those whose only crime was to be poor.... There 
was no classification of inmates, tried and untried being 
herded together, neither was there segregation of the 
sexes. Food and drink was inadequate, as was the 
supply of light and fresh air Sanitation was in some 
instances non-existent with the result that gaol fever 
(typhus) and other contagious diseases were prevalent to 
the peril not only of the prisoners and their keepers but to 
the public at large" (p.2). 
Indeed, the prisons of the time were often blamed for the outbreak of 
diseases such as small-pox and the plague throughout England such that 
"One important reason for all kinds of malignant distempers lay in the 
insanitary conditions of the gaols and bridewells, frequent complaint being 
made that discharged prisoners infected people among whom they went" 
(Marshall, 1926, p.227). 
The 18th Century also witnessed an upsurge in the popularisation of 
utilitarian philosophies. The humanitarian attitudes espoused by Beccaria, 
Bentham, Howard and others were eventually to have profound effects on the 
administration and characteristics of the English prison system. While 
Beccaria and Bentham were much concerned with the efficacy of 
imprisonment as a means of crime control Howard is remembered for his 
grave concern over the treatment of offenders while in prison and the general 
appalling state of English prisons at that time. 
The ideas of Beccaria very much influenced later reformers in 
particular Bentham but also William Eden, who strongly opposed the death 
penalty and questioned the effectiveness of transportation, as well as Sir 
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William Blackstone, who viewed punishment as a deterrent but also 
recognised the rehabilitative function of imprisonment and Sir Samuel Romilly, 
who was in favour of "...mitigation in the use of capital measures and for a 
substantial development of alternative, secondary punishments." (McConville, 
1981, p.111). The philosophies of such individuals developed in a climate of 
thought which was congenial to prison reform and these ideas were 
symptomatic of the enlightenment ideals of the time. Attitudes, typical of the 
period prompted the social elite to think more rationally and logically on the 
functions of institutions such as prisons and how best their objectives might 
be achieved. This climate was amenable to the ideologies of John Howard, 
perhaps the best known of all prison reformers. 
While Beccaria and Bentham were influential philosophers of the time, 
Howard was a more practical man. Not only was he concerned at the 
administration of justice and punishment in England but his attitudes too had 
been framed during the enlightenment. He perhaps also recognised that 
prison reform was possible at this time since squalor was seen to impact 
badly on society as a whole, that is, in the form of contagious diseases and 
increased criminality. His determination to improve prison conditions and 
administration resulted in perhaps the most significant changes in prison 
history. Prisons, he could see, were achieving the reverse of their proper 
function largely because of the manner in which they were operated. Above 
all, it was perhaps John Howard who was responsible for developing a model 
of prison administration, which was to be followed in succeeding decades and 
which in many respects, still exists today. 
Prior to his appointment as the High Sheriff of Bedfordshire in 1773 
John Howard could be described as an unremarkable man. He was not well 
educated and before inheriting the estate of his father (a successful 
upholsterer) had been apprenticed to a grocer. Apart from a brief period 
spent as a prisoner of the French there was nothing in Howard's life to 
suggest that he may one day embark upon a hazardous journey throughout 
Britain and Europe (42,033 miles he reports between 1773 and 1783) which 
would eventually have such profound effects on the English prison system. 
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Up to 1773 he appeared to have resigned himself to a life as an English 
country squire and benevolent landlord. (Howard, 1777) 
Howard's investigation into prisons which at the age of 47 were to 
become a life's passion began almost by accident. As High Sheriff of 
Bedfordshire he noticed that at Bedford Gaol prisoners who were acquitted 
after trial (and in many cases having spent months in custody) were returned 
to gaol as a result of the inability to pay their gaol fees. Howard's response 
was to attempt to secure a salary for the gaoler such that fees would not be 
necessary. When asked to show a precedent Howard, confident that he 
could, set off on his now famous joumeys which culminated in the publication 
of his book The State of the Prisons in England and Wales (1777). 
Although failing to establish the precedent required by the justices of 
the county of Bedforshire Howard did discover the appalling conditions under 
which inmates were then housed. In his own words "/ therefore rode into 
several neighbouring counties in search of one (a precedent); but I soon 
learned that the same injustice was practised in them; and looking into 
prisons, I beheld scenes of calamity, which I grew daily more and more 
anxious to alleviate" (Howard, 1929, pxx). Howard extended his 
investigations to include the Bridewells on "seeing two or three of them some 
poor creatures whose aspect was singularly deplorable" (pxx) and who, he 
was infonned, had recently been brought to the county gaol from the 
Bridewell. 
A summary of what Howard encountered is contained in Section 1 of 
his book, the title of this section being "General View of Distress in Prisons." 
Of particular concern was the prevalence of contagious disease "Many who 
went in healthy, are in a few months changed to emaciated dejected objects. 
Some are seen pining under diseases ^sick and in prison'; expiring on the 
floors, in loathsome cells, of pestilential fevers, and the confluent smallpox" 
(Howard 1929, p.1). Howard attributes this distress largely to a lack of 
funding. 
On the question of prison work Howard points out that despite the fact 
that offenders have In many cases been sentenced to hard labour a lack of 
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tools and materials means that "There are few bridewells in which any work is 
done or can be done" (p. 1). This is clearly an indication of the breakdown of 
the Bridewell system. The inmates instead spend their time "in sloth, 
profaneness and debauchery (p.1). 
Howard appears to show particular sympathy for the imprisoned 
debtors "The truth is" he says "some debtors are the most pitiable objects in 
our gaols" (p.2). They were, he points out, very often worse off than "the 
highwayman, the house-breaker or the murderer' in that they were provided 
with no medical assistance and in some instances no bread. Nor were they 
permitted to work, the income from which may have been one means by 
which their debts could be cleared. In principle it was the creditor (on whose 
whim the debtor was imprisoned) who was responsible for paying the gaol 
fees. In practice this rarely happened says Howard. 
Lack of food and water was the order of the day in both county prisons 
and Bridewells and this contributed in no small way to the general distress of 
inmates. These prisons were also poorly ventilated and Howard points out 
that "air which has performed its office in the lungs, is feculent and noxious". 
Further, "Air which has been breathed, is made poisonous to a more intense 
degree, by the effluvia from the sick, and what else in prisons is offensive" 
(p.4). One reason for the lack of ventilation was the lack of windows, 
attributable to the window tax for which the gaolers were liable. 
Howard was disturbed by the lack of segregation of inmates. Mixed in 
with one another were "debtors and felons, men and women, the young 
beginner and the old offender; and with all these, in some counties, such as 
are guilty of misdemeanours only (p.5). Here he is referring to Bridewell 
admissions whose 'only crime is to be poor'. The prison population also 
consisted of "idiots and lunatics" who were capable of both amusing and 
terrifying other inmates. The lack of segregation leads Howard to question 
the efficacy of prison as a centre of correction. Firstly he points out that the 
mentality of criminality is passed on to other inmates. In particular, he 
observed "boys of twelve or fourteen eagerly listening to the stories told by 
practised and experienced criminals, of their adventures, successes. 
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stratagems, and escapes" (p.6). Secondly he suggests that "a prison mends 
no morals" (p.8). Here he refers to an observation by Sir John Fielding that a 
released prisoner very frequently "by the next sessions^' will become "the head 
of a gang of his own raisin^'. Howard suggests that such offenders have 
been "improved, no doubt, in skill by the company he kept in gaol' (p.8). 
"Petty offenders" says Howard "who are committed to bridewell 
for a year or two, and spend that time, not in hard labour but In 
idleness and wicked company, or are sent for that time to 
county gaols, generally grow desperate, and come out fitted for 
the perpetration of any villainy. Half the robberies committed in 
and about London are planned in the prisons, by that dreadful 
assemblage of criminals, and the number of idle people who 
visit them. - How contrary this is to the intention of our laws 
with regard to petty offenders; which certainly is to correct and 
refonri them! Instead of which, their confinement doth 
notoriously promote and increase the very vices it was 
designed to suppress. Multitudes of young creatures 
committed for some trifling offence, are totally ruined there" 
(P-8). 
Although written in 1777 this remains a common criticism of present day 
prisons. It is also interesting to note that Howard interprets the laws with 
regard to petty offenders as intending to correct and reform them. 
It is probably true to say that Howard's overriding concern was with the 
existence of contagious disease not only in regard to the safety of inmates but 
also through its effects on the outside community. This he discusses at 
considerable length and cites numerous instances whereby disease had been 
communicated by prisoners to outsiders. These included justices and other 
court officials, members of the armed forces and in particular seamen infected 
by prisoners released to serve in the English fleet. 
Other causes of distress which Howard draws attention to include the 
system of garnish by which newcomers to the gaol are required to make 
payments to already serving prisoners. If unable to make a financial 
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contribution they were often required to give up items of clothing. This, 
Howard suggests could prove fatal since they may then "contract disease, 
which I have known to prove mortal' (p.11). Gambling also Howard saw as 
an existing evil as was the practice of "loading prisoners with heavy irons". 
This was a particularly loathsome practice where prisoners were required to 
walk "ten or fifteen miles to their trial' (p. 13). The infrequency of the assizes 
was also a cause for concern as was the practice of returning acquitted 
prisoners to gaol. Howard cites the case of prisoner Peacock in Hull who was 
acquitted on a murder charge because the principal witness died before the 
case was brought to trial. This was after Peacock had been detained for three 
years, the assize then being held every seven years. Finally, Howard directs 
attention to the overcrowding of gaols (often by debtors and their dependants) 
and the dilapidated state of many of the country's institutions. 
There is little doubt as to where, after his extensive tour of the prisons, 
John Howard's sympathies lay. In his own words:-
"Those gentlemen who, when they are told of the misery which 
our prisoners suffer content themselves with saying, Let them 
take care to keep out, prefaced perhaps, with an angry prayer; 
seem not duly sensible of the favour of Providence which 
distinguishes them from the sufferers: they do not remember that 
we are required to imitate our gracious Heavenly Parent, who is 
kind to the unthankful, and to the evil: they also forget the 
vicissitudes of human affairs; the unexpected changes to which 
all men are liable: and that those whose circumstances are 
affluent, may in time be reduced to indigence, and become 
debtors and prisoners. And as to criminality, it is possible, that a 
man, who has often shuddered at hearing the account of a 
murder may on a sudden temptation commit that very crime. Let 
him that thinks he standeth take heed lest he fall, and 
commiserate those that are fallen". 
When Howard began his investigation into the conditions in English 
prisons change was already in the wind. An act in 1773 had been introduced 
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to allow the payment of a salary to a clergyman to attend the county prisons. 
In 1774 Alexander Papham had introduced a bill to the Houses of Pariiament 
requesting that inmates who were acquitted be exempt from gaol fees (which 
were paid by the county) and could therefore not be further detained. 
Although defeated this was later enacted with the help of John Howard. In 
addition, the Health of Prisoners Act gave justices the right to enforce 
minimum health standards for prisoners. 
Howard was, however, the most influential prison reformer of the time 
and it is not difficult to see the evidence in the reforms of that period. A new 
gaol for example was completed in Horsham, Sussex in 1779 under the 
direction of the Duke of Richmond. Sussex had been one county of which 
Howard had been most critical in his 'State of the Prisons'. Also, as pointed 
out by McConville (1981) "even a cursory examination shows that in the 
matter of regulations, and even of physical design and location, Howard's 
suggestions and opinions had been assiduously followed' (p.92). 
The new prison at Horsham introduced a system of separation by 
providing single cells for night accommodation. In addition prisoners were 
divided under a system of classification and allocated to day rooms located in 
different sections of the gaol. This system of separation was to escalate 
throughout the following decades to the point of brutality but at the time 
Howard viewed it as a means of containing the physical and moral 
contamination which had been evident in the gaols of the previous decades. 
Although he suggests that "Solitude and silence are favourable to reflection 
and may possibly lead., to repentance" (Howard, 1777, p.21) it does not 
appear to be an ideal which he strongly recommends as a reformatory 
process. This is something which he leaves to others to take up. Howard is 
thus more concerned with preventing the inmates from robbing or killing one 
another during the night. 
An important innovation at the Horsham gaol was the payment of a 
salary to the gaoler and the turnkeys as well as to a surgeon and a chaplain. 
This it was hoped would prevent the corruption resulting from the payment of 
fees for, as McConville (1981) says, "...there were excellent opportunities for 
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extortion." For example, "there are several accounts of prisoners being shown 
into dank, repulsive dungeons as a prelude to their being offered and paying 
for more acceptable lodging." and "(some) gaolers compelled prisoners to 
approve (ie. accuse) innocent prisoners." (p.11). In addition, the payment of a 
salary provided the county with a greater degree of control. Horsham was 
followed by the establishment of other prisons along similar lines such as 
Petworth and Gloucester but still under local rather than central government 
control. There continued, however, debate over whether the most effective 
form of 'treatment' was imprisonment and isolation or whether transportation 
was the answer. 
So far central government control of prisons had been largely limited to 
its involvement in the process of transportation (or in eariier times, 
banishment) and in the administration of the hulks as provided for in the Hulks 
Act of 1776. This saw convicts imprisoned in floating prisons on the Thames 
and put to hard labour on public works programmes principally concerned with 
improving navigation on that river. The cessation of transportation to America 
coupled with the problems of finding alternative destinations for transportees 
and increasing dissatisfaction with its efficacy led to more discussion on the 
desirability of the establishment of a national penitentiary. This would not only 
centralise control but also permit a greater degree of monitoring of the 
important objectives of punishment, rehabilitation and deterrence as 
visualised by the reformers of the time. Although the Penitentiary Act was 
enacted in 1778 providing for the establishment of a number of national 
prisons where inmates could be put to hard labour it expired in 1784 without 
anything concrete having been achieved. Indeed, disagreement as to the 
form of a national penitentiary, its site, its administration and so on continued 
and it was not until 1816 that Millbank Penitentiary opened its doors. 
Millbank was a massive structure, capable of holding 1000 inmates. It 
is reputed to have had three miles of corridors and was a mass of winding 
stairwells and dark passages. It was built at huge expense which Sydney and 
Beatrice Webb (1932) claim would have exceeded the cost of the Taj Mahal 
or Chartres Cathedral. Clearly, Millbank was designed to combine the punitive 
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and reformatory functions of prison since sentences imposed were designed 
as to be the equivalent of alternative forms of punishment. That is, a seven 
year sentence might be imposed as an alternative to transportation. Inmates 
for Millbank were selected on the basis of their likely response to 'corrective 
treatment'. 
Corrective treatment of the time consisted of separation or seclusion, 
hard labour and religious enlightenment. The stringency of the separate 
system varied according to the period and to the degree of supervision. 
Generally, though, all inmates were kept in solitary confinement for five days 
on being admitted but were later permitted to converse with another individual 
when exercising. Hard labour, reports McConville (1981), was imposed not 
only to defray expenses thus pacifying the public but also as a reformatory 
device in instilling the work ethic, considered to be socially desirable and as a 
means of control (idleness breeds mischief). Interestingly similar reasons are 
advanced today and similar problems are encountered. 
"As the years went by, however the prison authorities were 
forced to acknowledge that their industries were unable to make 
the expected contribution towards defraying maintenance 
expenses; and also to accept that the promise of labour's 
reformatory power had not been fulfilled. The formidable 
handicaps besetting prison employment - a constantly changing 
labour force, low and variable skills, the need for intensive 
supervision, and the particularly severe impact of any outside 
recession in trade - were particularly fatal to profit - making" 
(McConville, 1981, p.141-2). 
Religious enlightenment was provided through regular (twice daily) 
services and the visits of the salaried chaplain. 
Punishment for misdemeanours at Millbank was often severe and 
worsened as time went on. Imprisonment in the 'dark cells' could be for 
periods of up to three weeks. These were underground cells measuring six 
feet by seven and accessed by a very narrow passage. There was no light or 
heating. Initially, flogging was not permitted but that right was secured in the 
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late 1820s. By some it was used unmercifully. Ives (1914), for example, 
reports that Captain Benjamin Chapman, a governor of Millbank and reputed 
to be a kind-hearted, good natured man and "amiable to a fault' witnessed 
together with a crowd of convicts a sentenced prisoner receiving one hundred 
of the three hundred lashes he was to be given. 
Internal administrative conflict and disagreement over pemriissible 
disciplinary systems dogged the penitentiary for a number of years and it was 
finally closed in 1843. Ives (1914) sees the Millbank experiment as perhaps 
acceptable in its early years but eventually going the way of all systems in 
which "one class inflicts what another class alone must feet' (p.177). He 
attributes its demise largely to the increasing severity of punishment in 
particular, the mental and physical starvation imposed on them in the belief 
that this would reform them. He says of Millbank "and so more 
^philanthropists' of various grades and professions continued shutting people 
up, starving them in body, mind and soul, and then expecting reformation to 
arise out of the cell. And the world waited a generation or so with all the 
patience and the insight of a deluded fowl that vainly warms and tries to hatch 
an artificial eg^' (Ives, 1914, p. 181). 
Millbank was replaced by a new model prison at Pentonville, opened in 
1842. Juvenile offenders were, however, not to be accommodated there and 
in fact were sent to Parkhurst Gaol. Inmates of Millbank were dispersed 
between Pentonville, the hulks and transportation. Conditions in Pentonville, it 
appears, were little better than at Millbank and the belief of the time that 
silence and solitude were great reformers resulted in "the isolation theory" 
being "carried out with all the ardour of a new religion" (Ives, 1914, p.186). 
Inmates could be kept in complete isolation for periods of up to 2 years and 
"Up to 1853 the prisoners wore masks along the passages, they sat in 
separated pigeon-holes in chapel, even on the treadmill they were partitioned 
off' (Ives, 1914, p. 186). The opening of Pentonville was another step towards 
the centralisation of prison administration and in the next six years or so Ives 
(1914) reports that 54 new prisons were built emulating the Pentonville model. 
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Despite being an extreme social control strategy isolation in prisons 
continued virtually unabated well into the 19th century. However, opinion was, 
except by Bentham and his followers, generally moving in the direction of 
transportation as a favoured option. Penal colonies, after all, were seen to 
offer deterrence and rehabilitation but with the added advantages of lower 
costs and the potential gains from colonial economic development. Thus the 
First Fleet, bound for Australia, was not only a continuity with the export of 
convicts but was also part of penal experimentation. The very foundation of 
white Australia may be viewed as part of an Enlightenment experiment in 
penal policy very much with practical considerations in mind. 
It should perhaps be noted that Bentham's opposition to transportation 
stems largely from, he argues, the uncertainty of its effects. More specifically, 
Bentham was in favour of a code of punishment in which offences were 
categorised and punishment allocated accordingly. The problem with 
transportation in Bentham's view was that it was not possible to determine the 
level of pain which would result. Indeed, for some it may even be beneficial. 
The infliction of pain in this manner was, in any case, not an effective 
deterrent since it was not visible to all. 
Bentham favoured the panopticon as an alternative. This was a 
circular built prison with a central observation point. Inmates would be kept at 
hard labour in solitary cells. Thus, proposed Bentham, it would be cost-
efficient in the sense that the number of custodial staff would be minimal and 
the gaol would pay for itself on the basis of returns to prison labour. While 
transportation was seen by the administration of the day as a cost-effective 
alternative Bentham pointed out that the initial subsidy to the penal colony 
made it more expensive. If the penal settlement was to become self-sufficient 
the panopticon would also. By allowing the public access to the prison 
punishment would also be visible. In any case, history shows that the 
panopticon did not come to reality and that transportation to the penal colony 
in New South Wales was instituted to solve the problems of law and order in 
Britain. 
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3.4 Imprisonment in Australia - Transportation and Beyond 
Banishment as a means of punishment was commonplace throughout the 
early history of England. Transportation, however, was not officially 
sanctioned until 1597 when an act of pariiament provided for transportation to 
be used as a method of dealing with 'rogues, vagabonds and sturdy beggars'. 
At around this time the new colonies of the west were opening up and the 
demand for labour was rapidly increasing in particular for the plantations of 
the West Indies and the United States. This demand was met by slavery, the 
sale of servants and of course by convict labour. Transportation as a method 
of dealing with offenders was welcomed in an England experiencing 
increasing social and political unrest, where both the population and crime 
rates were increasing and where prisons were becoming increasingly 
overcrowded due to reduction in capital crimes and reductions in inmate 
mortality rates. 
Convicts had become, in the Americas of the 18th century, a 
marketable commodity and transportation to these colonies, was it appeared 
to many, an acceptable way of helping to solve the English prison crisis of this 
period (Beccaria, Bentham and Howard did not agree, however). 
Unfortunately for the prison administration of the time the Declaration of 
Independence by the American Colonies in 1776 was eventually to put an end 
to the trade in convicts to that part of the worid. The prison population in 
England again began to increase and despite an order to the counties in 1776 
to expand the prisons and the continued use of the hulks it was not long 
before the imprisonment of offenders was reaching unmanageable 
proportions. 
In view of this, alternative destinations for the prisons' surplus had to be 
found. Although West Africa had been mooted as a possibility it was Captain 
Cook's exploration of the eastern coast of Australia which was responsible for 
that country emerging as the favoured destination. The scheme to send 750 
convicts to Botany Bay was presented by Nepean, the Under-secretary in the 
British Home Office and the task of transporting them fell to Captain Arthur 
Phillip. The First Fleet set sail in May of 1787 and after a journey of eight 
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months 1030 people arrived in Port Jackson (although the original destination 
was Botany Bay) under the command of Governor Phillip. 
If Ives' description of the "tatterdemalion army which consisted of 
"Rough soldiers; rapacious and unscrupulous officers., and the untrained and 
largely defective crowd of the convict outcasts" (Ives 1914, p. 129) is to be 
believed it is hardly surprising that the early settlement struggled for its 
survival. Indeed, by 1790 the colony at Port Jackson was facing famine. The 
'honest' Governor Phillip had eariy on recognised that the settlement had little 
chance of survival without the establishment of free settlers and land grants to 
them and to those convicts who had proved themselves to be worthy (an 
incentive to work hard). It was the Second Fleet, however, with its three 
shiploads of human cargo and provisions which at last prolonged the colony's 
life. According to accounts the human cargo on the Second Fleet was 
subjected to more inhumane conditions than that in the First Fleet. Not only 
had these convicts been wasting in the infamous hulks for, in many cases, 
several years, but they were also held in irons, similar to those used in the 
slave ships, for the entire voyage. 
Despite the early hardships the colony survived and when Phillip left 
the colony in 1792 a system of land grants had been established for both 
convicts and officers as well as settlers. The convicts who had completed 
their sentences would receive 30 acres with additional land if they were 
married with children while officers and settlers received more. This created a 
demand for convict labour which was assigned on a priority basis, first the 
government followed by military officers, civil officers and settlers. The lot of a 
convict depended to a large extent upon where they were assigned since both 
food and accommodation were provided by the employer. The 
accommodation ranged from makeshift huts to permanent barracks but some 
were able to sleep in town. The convict employers or masters had a large 
degree of power over their enforced employees. Many were quick to 
administer harsh punishment to those disobeying rules, taking leave without 
permission and for not working to a satisfactory standard. In the main 
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punishment consisted of flogging although periods on the treadmill were also 
used as were the stocks and the pillory. 
Convicts were transported for a variety of crimes largely theft but also 
for more serious criminal acts and in some cases for political or economic 
dissension. Although in the early days the crime for which the prisoner was 
transported was apparently not known and as Ives (1914) reports Macquarie 
considered it better so "lest dislikes and prejudices should be occasioned in 
particular instances" (p 138), the sentence was, of course, already 
detennined. The ticket-of-leave system provides an interesting example of an 
eariy release scheme based on remissions earned for good behaviour. For 
hard work and good behaviour remissions could be earned such that they 
received a ticket-of-leave after serving a proportion of their full sentence. A 
prisoner serving a life sentence may be given a ticket-of-leave after eight 
years, for example. Ticket of leave prisoners could work for wages in 
government or private occupations. Whatever might be said about the 
harshness of the transportation system it at least provided some hope for 
those who might otherwise have suffered the fate of the gallows or the misery 
of the prison hulks. 
The eighteenth century was a time of serious consideration in regard to 
the deterrence and reformative functions of prisons in Britain and Europe. 
Debate was stimulated by the views of Bentham, Blackstone and Howard 
among others. It was also the time when transportation of convicts to Australia 
was moving into top gear. Needless to say, opinions and policy on the future 
direction of prison administration and structure in Britain would have lasting 
effects on prison development in Australia. 
There were some concerns at this time that transportation to the colony 
of New South Wales was in fact verging on being a reward for criminal 
behaviour. Indeed there was talk about the more agreeable climate, the 
prospect for convicts of acquiring land in a growing and prospering colony. 
This it was felt was subsidised by the British taxpayer. When coupled with the 
strong belief at that time by some that imprisonment was the only effective 
way of punishing and reforming it is not surprising that there were calls for 
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harsher treatment and greater severity of punishment in the new colony. This 
reached something of a climax under the governorship of Macquarie who 
believed in the reformation function of prison as well as its deterrence effects. 
Bathurst, who was then Colonial Secretary is reported to have said 
'Transportation to New South Wales is intended as a severe punishment and 
must be rendered an object of Real Terrof (Nagle, 1978, p.437). Captain 
Bigge was as a result, instructed to travel to the colony to aid in the 
implementation of measures which would strengthen the deterrence effect of 
transportation. The re-opening of Norfolk Island in 1825 provides evidence of 
the nature of Bigge's recommendations, as does the establishment of chain 
gangs in 1826 by Darting. 
There were then, broadly, two sides to the penal colony debate which 
had emerged up to around 1820. By some observers the experiment was 
seen as successful. If one objective was to isolate criminals from British 
society then there could hardly have been a more effective way of achieving 
this aim. The ticket-of-leave and assignment systems seemed to adequately 
answer the problem of high labour demand and providing an incentive to 
work. There is, after all, ample evidence to demonstrate that prisoners cannot 
be flogged into effective work performance but that they do respond to 
positive incentives. In this fashion the rehabilitation function of the colony 
may be seen as successful. Finally, despite its initial problems, the New South 
Wales penal settlement became a thriving colony after 1820 which fitted 
neatly into the British trade system, (cf Hirst, 1983) 
However, as previously mentioned, there were some major 
reservations over the apparent success of the colony. In particular these 
concerns were centred on the deterrence effect of transportation which 
evidently began to lose its potency when the settlement became a relatively 
attractive option. From the viewpoint of the British and colonial authorities 
there was concern over the lack of control over the fate of convicts. Attention 
was directed at the lack of correlation between the offence committed and the 
punishment given and this was disturbing to both the authorities and the 
prison reformers of the time, (cf Nagle, 1978). Bentham and his followers had 
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advocated that punishment be swift and certain and its severity be in 
accordance with the seriousness of the crime. In New South Wales it was 
considered to be unscientific and irrational. This does, however, reflect the 
realities of the circumstances, the desire of the authorities to keep the costs 
down and of the masters to extract maximum work value perhaps not 
attainable through harsh treatment. This attitude was a response to concerns 
over the cost of the prison settlement which had not become self-supporting in 
the manner hoped for. 
After 1820 then attitudes began to change. Discipline became more 
harsh and with more convicts available there was less concern over extracting 
the maximum work value from individual convicts. Also, local authorities were 
in a better position to exert control and the movement was towards a more 
familiar pattern of prisons used as a weapon against social deviancy. 
During the late eighteenth century there evolved in the United States a 
system of confinement which was to have profound and lasting effects on the 
nature of incarceration in that country as well as in the United Kingdom and 
Australia. The system was based on the notion that prisons were a breeding 
ground for future criminality. There had long been concern that inmates, 
young and old, male and female, dangerous and harmless were allowed to 
mix freely and this encouraged the spread of criminality which was seen as a 
contagious disease. In 1792 sixteen single cells were constructed at Walnut 
Street prison in Philadelphia. The intention was to separate the more 
dangerous or intractable inmates who would be made to work in their cells 
and any association with other inmates was prohibited. So began what was 
to be known as the separate system. While seemingly inhumane it was 
generally agreed at the time that a system of separation was essential and 
proponents of the Walnut Street system argued that such practice enabled the 
offender to spend time in silent meditation, "reflect upon his wickedness' and 
"subdue his violent tendencies' (Nagle, 1978, p.440). 
At around the same time a variation on this system was introduced at 
Auburn Prison in New York State. This was known as the silent system and 
although inmates were confined in single cells they were permitted to 
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associate in workplaces during the day. They were not, however, allowed to 
communicate and the silence rule was rigorously enforced through a system 
of harsh punishments. Although differing in their operation the moral rationale 
underpinning the separate and silent systems was essentially the same and 
they represented the first serious attempts at classification of prisoners. Of 
course, the extent to which the systems could function depended upon the 
facilities available in the institutions. There were also cost considerations. To 
construct single cell accommodation was expensive but the huge capital costs 
could be offset in the longer term through reduced recurrent expenditures 
since the lack of inmate association and therefore movement required less 
custodial supervision. The silent system on the other hand required constant 
supervision, rule enforcement and punishment. The two systems and 
variations remained popular for many decades despite criticism from some 
quarters. A system of classification was however, fomialised in the New 
South Wales Prison Act of 1840 and this was a modification of the five class 
model provided for in the English Prison Act of 1839. In New South Wales 
three classes were to be established and separation enforced where facilities 
permitted. These classes were:-
a) Prisoners convicted of felony 
b) Debtors and others imprisoned for civil transgressions 
c) Prisoners convicted of misdemeanours who would be 
confined alongside those awaiting trial for felony, 
misdemeanours or "for want of sureties' 
(Nagle, 1978, p.441) 
That those not yet convicted of felony should be separated from those 
convicted of felony at least appeared to recognise the presumption of 
innocence until proven guilty. 
The trend in prison philosophy in the UK and as a consequence in 
Australia over the next few decades was towards harsh discipline and a 
general emphasis on the deterrence and retribution functions of 
imprisonment. Not all prison superintendents were of the same persuasion 
however, and when Alexander Maconochie assumed control of the Norfolk 
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Island penal settlement in 1840 he instituted a system which by comparison 
might be considered to be somewhat innovative. Maconochie, a captain in 
the Royal Navy was described as "a man with many reasonable and 
enlightened views, but somewhat of a crank, and a merciless moralist" 
(Bames,1930, p.166). He considered that the criminal "must be treated, the 
aim of such treatment being to restore him to society after he had undergone 
his punishment' (Tomasic and Dobinson, 1979, p.9). Under Maconochie's 
task system inmates were awarded marks for achieving pre-determined goals. 
As their marks accumulated they progressed through a series of stages until 
they eventually reached stage three when they were eligible to apply for a 
ticket of leave. It appears that this system (although a variant known as the 
Irish Progressive System was later adopted by Croften) was all too radical for 
the time and Maconochie was replaced by Major Joseph Childs in 1844 
whose task was to revoke Maconochie's "concessions to prisoners' (Barnes, 
1930, p.166). 
For the most part, prison administrators of the time were content to 
make prison such a terrifying place that individuals would not in the first place 
want to end up there and secondly would never want to return when released. 
Sir Alfred Stephen when Chief Justice is reported to have held the view that 
"the sole object of all punishment was the protection of the community at large 
from similar outrage". Sentences, he said, were aimed at instilling "adequate 
terror to the ill-disposed, so as to deter others from committing the like crime: 
and the prevention of any repetition (absolutely or for some considerable 
period) by, at all events, the same individua!' (Nagle, 1978, p.443). 
Deterrence, it appears amounted to the same thing as reformation. 
The period to the end of the nineteenth century was dominated by the 
regulations emanating from the British Prisons Act of 1865 which in New 
South Wales were instituted in 1867 under the 1840 Prisons Act. As 
described by Nagle (1978) the regulations "were designed to put into effect in 
the spirit of severity characteristic of the English Act of 1865, the blend of the 
separate and silent systems that had evolved in English penitentiaries' 
(p.443). Under the new system of classification there was to be six classes of 
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prisons ranging from those with sentences in excess of five years through to 
those with less, those on remand followed by lunatics and debtors. Prisoners 
serving in excess of five years were required to serve one twelfth of their 
sentence in separation (providing this did not exceed 12 months) during which 
time they were not permitted to communicate with other prisoners and could 
not if outside their cells go any closer than five yards to other inmates. They 
were sometimes required to wear masks on these occasions. 
This progressive system was similar to that of Maconochie's at Norfolk 
Island in that prisoners could accumulate marks and move through three 
divisions until eventually released. Class 1 prisoners had to spend at least half 
of their sentence in division B however. Each stage brought with it certain 
privileges, for example, greater access to library books, more correspondence 
and perhaps improved cell accommodation. On the face of it this system 
appeared to offer the benefits of incentives based on reward but Grant (1992) 
points out "progress was truly achieved by emphasising rather the rigours of 
the earlier stages than the comfort of the latter' (p.42). The authorities did 
indeed have the power to move prisoners back if they selected to do so. 
Considerable influence was exerted on prison administration in 
Australia by the policy and philosophy of Sir Edmund Du Cane, Chairman of 
the Prisons Committee in England from 1877 when the Prisons Act brought 
English prisons wholly under central government administration. Du Cane it is 
said was "characterised by a fetish for uniformity (Nagle, 1978, p.44). The 
system of progressive stages was rigorously adhered to and there was a 
continuing unshaken confidence in the deterrence effects of a harsh and 
severe prison regime. In particular, Du Cane is attributed with influencing the 
views of Harold McLean who having previously held the position of Sheriff, in 
1875 became the first Comptroller of Prisons in New South Wales. It was 
McLean who suggested the introduction of a separate treatment system at 
Berrima Gaol specifically designed for long-term prisoners (over 3 years) and 
intractables. Such was the extent of the cruelty imposed on inmates at 
Berrima that a Royal Commission was appointed in 1878 to investigate the 
methods employed for the suppression of prisoners at this gaol. The 
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Commission, although admitting that some practices, namely, spread-eagling 
and the gag should either be modified or discontinued, upheld the merits of 
the separate system. The system the Committee said "is an excellent one 
largely conducing to the great ends of punishment - the deterring from crime 
and the reformation of the habitual criminal' (Nagle, 1978, p.445). The 
Commission did however, acknowledge that long periods in separation may 
be harmful on the grounds that "the mind could not stand the strain" 
(Nagle,1978, p.446). 
McLean died in 1889, after over 25 years of involvement in prison 
administration in Australia. He is, however, remembered for two other notable 
contributions to developments in prisons policy of the time apart from his 
determined faith in the separate system. Firstly, McLean was concerned at 
the extent of juvenile crime. His solution to this problem was to create a 
seventh class of inmate which deserved special treatment. For these he 
favoured shorter sentences but harsher treatment than even that administered 
to hardened criminals. For six months offenders between the age of 16 and 
25 "would be worked and fed in their cells, have no communication with other 
prisoners or among themselves, would have as low a diet as was consistent 
with health" (Nagle,1978, p.446). Such treatment McLean considered would 
be effective in suppressing criminal tendencies in the young. This practice 
continued until after McLean's death and it was not until 1893 that there was 
any relaxation in the regulations governing the seventh class. 
Perhaps contrary to what might be expected from McLean the Trial Bay 
experiment could be termed somewhat radical in its approach given the 
climate at the time. Trial Bay Gaol first proposed by McLean in 1874 was 
completed in 1886 and was to house prisoners to work on a harbour in that 
area. The project was radical in the sense that prisoners were paid wages 
and were allowed visits from their wives and families. Not only were these 
prisoners given partial freedom but they were able to accumulate skills and 
finances in preparation for their release. Unfortunately poor planning in 
respect to the site of the harbour and its unpopularity with the prison 
authorities resulted in the failure of the experiment and the gaol was closed in 
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1902. McLean, however, had been responsible during his time as 
Comptroller for the extension of the gaols at Dariinghurst, Parramatta and 
Maitland as well as the commencement of gaol construction at Bathurst and 
Goulbum. This largely reflected the views of the time with regard to the 
separate system. 
One of the criticisms of the separate system was that it classified 
offenders according to sentence length and disregarded the nature of the 
crime or the characteristics of the offender. This was to persist until the late 
nineteenth century and indeed changes to the prison system as a whole were 
noticeably absent until the appointment of the Gladstone Committee in 
England in 1894. Until that time the emphasis of policy had quite clearly been 
on retribution and deterrence with the reformative or rehabilitation function 
very much left to the infrequent visits of the prison chaplain or schoolmaster. 
The Report of the Gladstone Committee brought reformation to the fore. 
The recommendations of the Gladstone Committee struck at the very 
heart of the British prison system which had evolved since the beginning of 
the nineteenth century. Imprisonment resulted in no beneficial behavioural 
change or moral reform. It in no way prepared offenders for their eventual 
release and in fact may well have the opposite effect. The separate system 
was in no way reformatory and not only was it a "terrible ordeal' (Nagle p.449) 
but its accompanying silence was deemed to be totally unnatural. Not 
surprisingly the committee's recommendations were aimed at improving the 
individual while incarcerated rather than in imposing meaningless forms of 
repression such as the treadwheel and unproductive punitive labour. The 
importance of the recommendations of the Gladstone Committee cannot be 
underestimated since for the first time the reformatory function of prisons 
was formally acknowledged. "Prison treatment' said the Committee "should 
have as its primary and concurrent objectives deterrence and reformatioh' 
(Nagle, 1978, p.449). 
At the time of the Gladstone Report Captain F W Neitenstein was 
appointed Comptroller General of Prisons in New South Wales. Although 
reputed to be a strong disciplinarian Neitenstein was also considered a 
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humane individual and as such was sympathetic to the findings and 
recommendations of the Gladstone Committee. Neitenstein was responsible 
for a whole range of reforms to the New South Wales prison system during his 
period in office. Many of these were influenced by the Gladstone Report and 
his vision for the future was documented in his 1896 report entitled "Crime 
and the treatment of New South Wales: Some suggestions as to the future 
procedure'. 
More specifically, Tomasic and Dobinson (1979) reproduce the 
guidelines which Neitenstein set down in his 1896 Annual Report: 
1. Imprisonment was to take the aim of reformation as well as 
deterrence. 
2. All prisoners were to be classified by way of type of offence. 
3. The separate system of confinement was to be used. 
4. A system of criminal identification was to be set up with the 
use of records showing physical attributes as well as history 
of offences. 
5. Prisoners were to be put to meaningful productive labour it 
being proposed that the treadmill and the like be done away 
with. 
6. Prisoners to have both educational and moral instruction. 
7. Habitual drunkards needed to be treated in a totally separate 
institution that was not a prison or looked like one. 
8. A separate prison was needed for females. 
9. A penitentiary was to be built for habitual criminals. 
10. Aid to discharged prisoners - there was a need to establish 
local aid societies that would receive both government and 
public support. 
11. There was a need for the separate treatment of juveniles 
and the use of reformatories and industrial schools, (p. 11) 
Neitenstein was concemed about the imprisonment of lunatics as well 
as drunkards and vagrants. Lunatics he considered could not be adequately 
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treated in prison and as far as drunkards and vagrants were concerned 
imprisonment appeared to have no impact on their behaviour and they merely 
"keep coming back'. While acknowledging the deterrence and retributive 
functions of imprisonment he at the same time believed that the crime rate 
was unaffected by retaliatory measures. Prison, he considered was not the 
place for first offenders who should be rather, given fines, suspended 
sentences or probation. Imprisonment should be used for the deliberate 
lawbreaker and if habitually so then sentences should be successively 
lengthened. For some, indeterminate sentences might be imposed and the 
offender released only when considered "cured' (the analogy was made with 
mental hospitals). Although generally in favour of classification and 
separation he acknowledged the inherent logistical problems and the moral 
and physical danger of isolation. Finally, he showed great concern for the 
lack of supervision of offenders when released into the community. 
What Neitenstein achieved was quite considerable when compared to 
the previous decades. An observation ward was introduced at Dariinghurst in 
1899 for the detention of the suspected insane. The Inebriates Act (1906) 
provided for special institutions to be constructed and a special section of 
Dariinghurst was devoted to them. The Habitual Criminals Act permitted 
indeterminate sentences to be introduced for those convicted on at least three 
previous occasions and released only when there was sufficient evidence to 
reform. For female offenders the State Reformatory for women was opened 
in 1909 and by 1906 Neitenstein reported that no child under 16 was being 
held in prison. In 1901 an Association for Aiding Discharged Persons was 
established with branches at Goulbum, Bathurst and Dubbo. The grading of 
prisons and the allocation of special functions begun in 1897 was completed 
in 1904 with gaols for categories such as first offenders, long term prisoners, 
sex offenders and remand prisoners. A system of restricted association was 
introduced and the separate system was scaled down. Berrima Gaol was 
closed in 1908 and over the period of Neitenstein's control there was a steady 
decline in prisoner numbers. 
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3.5 Conclusion 
This chapter shows how the evolution of imprisonment in the industrialised 
nations of the Northern Hemisphere was important in establishing the nature 
and identity of the prison system in Australia. The overcrowding of prisons in 
Britain led to the establishment of a convict system in Australia and this was 
responsible for the growth of the judicial infrastructures which were in place by 
the end of the 19th century. While quite different in its early days Australia's 
penal administration and management was profoundly influenced by British, 
European and North America penal philosophy. This is very much evident in 
the Australian attitudes towards imprisonment which evolved in a cyclical 
manner with the emphasis on function changing between deterrence, 
retribution and rehabilitation. 
While transportation was viewed as a practical solution to an 
accommodation and expenditure problem it was also intended to incorporate 
deterrence and retribution. When the British Government questioned its 
deterrence value harsher conditions prevailed. Rehabilitation was still not an 
important function of imprisonment although it was a spin-off from the ticket-
of-leave system. The 19th century in Australian prison history was very much 
characterised by methods of control such as the separate system and various 
forms of the progressive system rather than preparation for release. Change 
began to occur, however, towards the close of the 19th century as a result of 
the recommendations in Britain of the Gladstone Committee. This was largely 
critical of the separate system seeing it as inhumane as well as emphasising 
the importance of reformation. Once again the philosophy in Britain was to 
influence that in Australia and although the separate system persisted 
attitudes began to take on a more humanitarian bent. The next chapter looks 
briefly at the evolution of Queensland's prison system from a convict 
settlement to the far more complex structures of thel 980s. 
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CHAPTER 4 
Imprisonment in Queensland: 
From Colony to Kennedy 
4.1 Introduction 
This chapter looks at the evolution of the Queensland prison system from 
1824 to 1980. Although beginning as a convict settlement Brisbane originally 
accommodated only minor offenders, its population reaching a maximum in 
around 1830. For the first eighteen years of its existence the Moreton Bay 
settlement was closed to free settlers but by 1842 it was proclaimed open 
(Steele, 1975). 
Queensland was officially separated from New South Wales in 
December 1859 but remained a dependency of the Crown until Federation in 
1901. The chapter examines the development of the prison system over this 
period highlighting its progress and the inherent problems on a decade by 
decade basis. This infonnation is based on reports of the time. 
The last section of this chapter deals with the period up to 1980 and is 
again based on contemporary reports. It emphasises the evolving 
infrastructures which provide the foundations of the modem Queensland 
penal system. In addition it draws attention to the recurring problematical 
themes which are apparent throughout this period. It concludes that many of 
the problems that were evident at the time of the Kennedy Review resulted 
from the piecemeal nature of the Queensland prison system. 
4.2 The Moreton Bay Settlement 
The history of imprisonment in Queensland began on September 1st 1824 
when the brig Amity, commanded by John Oxiey, set sail for Moreton Bay. 
On board were 29 convicts and an overseer as well as 14 soldiers and their 
families, a stockkeeper/surgeon and his assistant. Lieutenant Miller, who was 
to be the commandant of the new penal settlement, took with him his family 
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while Lieutenant Butler was assistant surveyor. It was Commissioner Bigge 
who had first recommended that penal settlements be established in the area 
and John OxIey himself had discovered the Brisbane River in 1823. He had 
named the river after the then Govemor of New South Wales, Sir Thomas 
Brisbane on whom fell the task of planning for the new settlement. There was 
hope at the time that the area be reserved for free settlement but the pressure 
for new destinations for convicts was such that the best compromise for 
Govemor Brisbane was to use convicts to pave the way for free settlers. 
Since a decision had been taken to re-open Norfolk Island, Moreton Bay was 
to be used for minor offenders with the more serious offenders going to 
Norfolk Island. Indeed, Brisbane is reported by Fitzgerald (1984) as saying 
that "all the Capital respites as well as desperate and dangerous characters' 
should be sent to Norfolk Island while Moreton Bay be reserved for escapees 
from Port Macquarie or minor offenders. Moreton Bay was recommended as 
"the Second place of punishment viz., Port Macquarie for first grave offences; 
Moreton Bay for runaways from the former; and Norfolk Island as the new 
plus ultra of Convict degradation" (p.65). This, it appears was in response to 
the growing problem of "another class of criminal in Australia: those convicted 
while in the colony (p. 65). 
It had already been determined that the settlement be established "on 
the direct route to be taken by ships from the ocean to the mouth of the 
Brisbane Rivef (Steele, 1975, p.13) and after eliminating St Helena as a 
possibility the site chosen by OxIey was Humpybong Creek due to the 
availability of fresh water. Almost from the start, however, there appears to 
have been misgivings about its suitability. OxIey had soon set off on an 
exploration of the Brisbane River and there seems to have been a suggestion 
by OxIey that the Brisbane River around Milton may have been a preferable 
settlement site. In any event, the settlement at Redcliffe proceeded despite 
concerns about unsafe anchorage. 
Various reasons were given for the eventual closure of the Redcliffe 
settlement, among them, the cheekiness of the natives (Fitzgerald, 1984), the 
unsafe anchorage, and the general "unhealthy, unsatisfactory and unsafe" 
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(p.75) nature of the environment. Fitzgerald (1982) quoting from Cilento and 
Lack (1959, p. 61) reports that Tt Miller his wife and family, his storekeeper 
storekeeper's assistant, his detachment of fourteen men of the 40th and his 
convicts were most unhappy (p.73). As the conditions deteriorated at 
Redcliffe OxIey persuaded Brisbane to visit the settlement with a view to 
selecting a superior site. This he did in November of 1824 bringing with him 
Sir Francis Forbes (then Chief Justice), Francis Stephen (then the Clerk of the 
Council) and Captain John Macarthur. Brisbane readily agreed that a move 
take place and although reportedly recommending a site 9 or 10 miles from 
the mouth of the river it appears that the final choice was made by Lt Miller 
who selected a site 17 miles from the Brisbane River mouth close to what is 
now the location of Victoria Bridge. 
The move took place in May 1825 at which time there were 36 convicts 
in the settlement. Lt Miller continued as Commandant until August 1825 when 
he was dismissed for reasons that are unclear and replaced by Captain Peter 
Bishop although Miller remained as second in command until March 1826. 
When Captain Patrick Logan took over the reins in March 1826 it is reported 
by Fitzgerald (1982) that morale at the settlement was at an all-time high 
Bishop having established a good relationship with both the convicts and the 
"natives'. He apparently achieved this by rewarding the convicts for good 
behaviour with "indulgences" such as "a little tea, sugar and flour' (p.76) and 
providing the "natives' with sugar and water. 
Logan was to change all this, however, and Fitzgerald (1982) describes 
him as "stern and pitilesS' and "...the most sadistic early Australian penal 
commander' (p,77). Steele (1975) is more benevolent towards Logan saying, 
"Although Logan retains the reputation for brutality in popular legend his 
successor (Clunie) seems to have deserved the reputation more" (p.71). 
There is no doubt that Logan was not one to spare the lash. It is reported that 
within a three month period Logan ordered, on four occasions, men to receive 
in excess of 100 lashes. Logan defended this on the grounds that the scope 
for punishment was limited there being no treadmill or cells for solitary 
confinement. In 1828 Logan is reported to have "on one occasion .... 
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sentenced several men to 200 lashes' (Steele, 1975, p.71) and this despite 
the fact that cells for solitary confinement were constructed in 1827. 
On a positive note, however, Logan was a man to tackle problems 
head on and was a man to get things done. Logan had been promised plans 
and labourers to assist in the building of the new settlement but drew up his 
own plans when these failed to arrive. Under Logan's directions "the jail' says 
Holthouse (1978, p.29) "became a hive of activity. Logan was responsible for 
the construction of a hospital and surgeon's quarters, prisoners' barracks, 
military barracks and a windmill which, although not originally intended to be, 
was operated by a treadmill. The Captain also constructed new 
accommodation for himself and his family as well as a stone commissariat-
store building. 
It is reported that the number of convicts under Logan's jurisdiction 
increased from 200 to 1000 during his first three years of office. This of 
course "added proportionately to his duties and responsibility (Steele, p.104) 
and by way of recognition of this Govemor Dariing recommended a salary 
increase from £182/10s to £300/annum. This according to Dariing was only 
fair and reasonable given that the Commandant of Norfolk island with 200 
convicts in his care was receiving £600/annum. The convict numbers at 
Moreton Bay increased in part as a result of the closure of Port Macquarie in 
1828. Logan was also responsible for the establishment of a settlement at 
Limestone Hills now Ipswich and at Dunwich on Stradbroke Island and he 
established an 'Agricultural Establishment'aX Eagle Farm. 
It was Captain Logan's great zest for exploration which was 
responsible for his death late in 1830. He had apparently led a party 
consisting of his servant and five convict prisoners to Mount Inwin and the 
Brisbane Mountain. After becoming separated from the party Logan was killed 
by natives his body being eventually found buried around one foot 
underground. 
The successor to Logan, Captain James Clunie was already at the 
Moreton Bay settlement when Logan was killed in October 1830. Clunie a 
strict but reportedly kind man was the fourth commandant of the settlement 
and remained so until November 1835. The Sydney Gazette on 17th 
November 1835 had high praise indeed for Captain Clunie. He was, it said "a 
rigid disciplinarian and a mild mannered gentlemen" and was responsible for 
"none of those tumultuous risings and murderous doings among the prisoners 
there which distinguished his predecessor's reign of terror'. Captain Clunie, it 
goes on "is beyond any comparison the most qualified person of all others 
who has perhaps yet filled that Important situatiori' (Steele, 1975, p.203). 
A report in 1836 on the Moreton Bay Settlement by James Backhouse 
and George Walker both Quaker missionaries, shows mixed sentiments. In 
common with other penal settlements "wee of the most degrading character 
exists' they reported. Male prisoners were required to wear leg irons for the 
first nine months and punishments included the treadmill, solitary 
confinement, flagellation and leg irons. While the prisoners, it seems, were 
not content with the bread and porridge diet, the general health of the people 
was said by Backhouse and Walker to be good. Further, Moreton Bay 
appears to have been an 'advantageous station' with a comfortable climate 
and great potential for agriculture. 
By this time the scale of operations at Moreton Bay had already been 
reduced significantly. It was viewed as being expensive and as Ross 
Johnston (1982) reports "By the end of 1832 Governor Bourke was beginning 
to implement aspects of running down the establishment at Moreton Bay 
without completely abandoning if (p.62). Indeed Viscount Goderich at the 
Colonial Office suggested that the Govemor should consider "the practicability 
of breaking up the expensive establishment at Moreton Bay (p.62). Despite 
the pressure for the closure of the settlement by Bourke and by various 
Colonial Office officials in 1837 there remained around 300 convicts at 
Moreton Bay. Among the reasons for its survival were the fact that it was 
becoming agriculturally self-sufficient and despite the convicts being "of the 
worst descriptiori' there were few escapes. In addition the settlement 
accommodated female convicts largely those who had committed a second 
offence while in the colony and it is reported that there was nowhere else to 
house them. 
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Captain Clunie was succeeded as Commandant by Captain Foster 
Fyans who remained in this position until July 1837 when Major Sydney 
Cotton took over. The last two commandants of the Moreton Bay Settlement 
were Lieutenant George Gravatt who was appointed to take command of the 
settlement and its 94 convicts in May 1839 but by July 1839 Lieutenant Owen 
Gomian had replaced him. 
The virtual end of the penal settlement came in 1839 when all but 94 
convicts were shipped out. The general opinion in England had moved 
against transportation as a form of punishment on the basis that it was 
demoralising and failed to rehabilitate through reformation of character and 
behaviour. Although free settlement had commenced in the Port Phillip area it 
appeared that the time was not yet ripe for Moreton Bay. Tentative plans 
were, however, being made to open up the area to free settlers. Surveyors 
had been sent from Sydney, a Gemnan mission station had been established 
and squatters had arrived on the Dariing Downs. By 1842 Ross Johnston 
(1982) reports "Brisbane was a convict relld' (p.73) and the Moreton Bay 
settlement was finally proclaimed open to free settlement in this year. 
4.3 Prisons in the Colony of Queensland, 1860-1899 
This section looks at the development of the prison system in Queensland in 
the immediate post-convict era. 
4.3.1 1860-1869 
Queensland was declared a separate dependency of the Crown on the 10th 
December 1859 "that being the day on which its separation from the Colony of 
New South Wales was proclaimed' (Registrar General's Report, 1860, p.vi). 
The First Session of the Queensland Pariiament was opened by the Governor 
on the 22nd May 1860. 
Table 4.1 gives the number of inmates in Queensland prisons between 
1860 and 1869. 
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Table 4.1 
Inmal 
Year 
1860 
1861 
1862 
1863 
1864 
1865 
1866 
1867 
1868 
1869 
es in Custody in Queensland Prisons 
M 1 F 
Felons 
12 
15 
17 
45 
50 
101 
126 
126 
115 
141 
2 
1 
0 
12 
0 
3 
4 
1 
2 
4 
Af F 
Petty Larceny 
6 
12 
20 
0 
34 
21 
19 
44 
41 
38 
1 
1 
1 
0 
1 
3 
1 
0 
4 
1 
M F 
Assaults 
0 
5 
6 
8 
6 
12 
12 
22 
14 
8 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3 
0 
0 
i by Offence 1860-1869 
M F 
Othsrs 
10 
15 
37 
18 
16 
55 
42 
45 
42 
21 
3 
1 
12 
8 
9 
14 
4 
11 
12 
16 
M F 
Total 
28 
47 
80 
71 
106 
189 
199 
237 
212 
208 
6 
3 
13 
20 
10 
20 
9 
15 
18 
21 
Source: Registrar General's Report 1860-1869 
At the beginning of this period there was only one gaol in Brisbane which 
reportedly had 144 cells (including those for lunatics) each measuring 8 feet 6 
inches long, 7 feet 2 inches wide and 8 feet 6 inches high. During 1860, 193 
prisoners were imprisoned for various offences but in addition to these there 
were " 12 aboriginals (one of whom died in gaol), 11 Chinese and 6 coloured 
persons. There were also "18 lunatics received' (Registrar General's Report 
1860, p. 41). At Michaelmas 1860 it is reported that there was a total of 28 
males in confinement and 6 females. The Registrar General of the time, F.O. 
Darvall was pleased, however, with the low crime rate in the colony and he 
reported that in England and Wales about "one out of every forty-five 
individuals of the whole population is taken into custody during the yeaf. In 
Queensland, however, It was "one in thirty three" and although not as good as 
the English statistics it was far superior to New South Wales where the 
corresponding figure was "one out of every eighteen" (Registrar General's 
Report, 1860 p. xv). Darvall put this another way. He said that "the number 
of offences of all kinds tried by the Courts of Petty Sessions is about 3.5 per 
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cent of the total population on 31st December but there is little doubt that the 
real number of offenders is less than 3 per cent of the populatiorf' (Registrar 
General's Report, 1860 p. xiv). Indeed, the statistics show that 40 of the 
prisoners received during that year had offended on at least two occasions 
previously. By 1861 about "one in every sixteen of the whole population.... 
has been in the hands of the police during the year' (Registrar General's 
Report, 1861, p. 13). This increase was attributed largely to an increase in 
minor offences. More specifically, offences against property increased by 100 
per cent while drunkenness and vagrancy increased by 70 per cent. 
Brisbane Gaol was inadequate even by the standards of the time. It 
contained only separate cells "too small even for one prisoner' (Registrar 
General's Report, 1861 p.13). They were reportedly 8 feet 7 inches by 7 feet 
2 inches and 6 feet wide. This apparently was smaller than the minimum 
permissible in England of 10 feet by 10 feet by 10 feet. Further, "the total 
number of cells is one hundred and forty-four divided into four wings of thirty 
six cells each, each wing having a separate yard. One wing and yard is 
devoted to the confinement of lunatics, a second wing and yard to the 
confinement of females (prisoners and lunatics all together), and there 
therefore remain two wings and two yards available for the imprisonment of 
male offenders, containing altogether seventy-two cells. For some time past 
there have always been more than this number of male prisoners, and, 
consequently, there have been male prisoners confined, as a common 
occurrence, in the same wing, and occupying during the day the same yard as 
the lunatics; and it has even been necessary, on one or two occasions, to put 
male prisoners Into the same wing with the female prisoners and lunatics. I 
need hardly point out, under the above circumstance, how utterly futile It is to 
make any attempt at the proper classification of the prisoners, - young and 
old, the thrice convicted felon, and the lad guilty of robbing an orchard, the 
murderer and the servant who has broken his agreement, are all huddled 
together; - reformation is, I fear under such circumstances, past hoping for." 
(Registrar General's Report 1861, p. 14, Queensland Pariiamentary Papers, 
p.254). Brisbane Gaol in this year held 47 male inmates and 3 females at 
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Michaelmas (1861) but a total of 331 inmates had passed through the gaol of 
which 21 were Aboriginals (one of whom was executed), 7 were Chinese and 
28 were lunatics. 
In 1862 there was a decline in the rate of serious crime but this was 
accompanied by a 76 per cent increase in drunkenness and vagrancy. This 
was attributed to an increase in the number of public houses from 139 to 193 
(36 of these in Rockhampton) and this could also have been responsible for 
the high rate of mortality among younger people since 21.5 per cent of all 
deaths were "sudden and accidental deaths of persons in the prime of life" 
(Registrar General's Report 1862, p.9). Indeed "In the year 1862, 193 public 
houses were licensed; in 1863, the number was increased to 253; and in 
1864, it is further increased to 317, of which 90 are in the police district of 
Brisbane, with a population on the 30th June, 1861, estimated at less than 
22,500 persons; and 86 are In police district of Rockhampton, with a 
population, estimated on the same day, at less than 5,500 persons." 
(Registrar General's Report, 1864, p.8). This seems to be a recurring theme 
since in 1863 there was a further increase in drunkenness and vagrancy 
which was again blamed on the increase in the number of "public houseS'. 
Disappointingly, crime was on the increase by 1863 with, it was 
reported, a doubling of the number of people tried. When the 29 lunatics, 9 
Chinese and 13 Aboriginals were included, 677 prisoners passed through 
Brisbane Gaol in that year. At Michaelmas there was 71 male and 20 female 
inmates. Table 4.1 shows that while the total number of inmates fell there 
was a very large increase in those imprisoned for felony for both males and 
females. In the following year there was little change in the amount of serious 
crime in the colony but nevertheless that the rate of serious crime would 
therefore have fallen due to a population increase. For less serious offences 
the rate had increased from 5.44/100 to 5.73. 
In 1864 it appears that the hulk "Proserpine" moored in Moreton Bay 
was also being used as a place of confinement and in that year 
accommodated 20 inmates at Michaelmas. This is an indication that Brisbane 
Gaol was becoming overcrowded at the time, and in fact the prisoners being 
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held on this hulk were responsible for laying the foundations for a new prison 
on the island of St. Helena. By 1865 Queensland had four prisons including 
the "Proserpine". Brisbane gaol, then in Queen Street, held the most inmates. 
However, while the prison population was increasing quite dramatically the 
imprisonment rate was relatively steady and in 1865 was 5.75/100 and 
actually fell to 4.77/100 in 1866. 
By 1867 St Helena Penal Establishment had replaced the hulk 
"Proserpine". This gaol located on an island in Moreton Bay was intended to 
be the colony's major prison for the confinement of long-term convicted 
prisoners. It incorporated workshops for the manufacture of clothing, footwear, 
mats and utensils for prison use and use by govemment departments. Steele 
(1975) relates an interesting account of the first prisoner to be held at St 
Helena. The island was so named as a result of a Stradbroke Island native 
known as Napoleon being exiled there in 1827 after stealing an axe at 
Dunwich. It is reported, however, that the exile lasted only three days during 
which time Napoleon was able to construct a bark canoe and escape to 
Stradbroke. 
The completion of the penal establishment at St Helena facilitated a fall in the 
number of inmates at Brisbane Gaol serving sentences for felony, many of 
these being transferred there after 1866. This undoubtedly assisted in 
relieving the overcrowding evident there. By the end of this period St Helena 
was holding close to 90 inmates largely felons and included cells for separate 
confinement. The other two gaols at Rockhampton and Toowoomba were 
however cleariy inadequate and could "hardly be deemed more than houses 
of detention for short periods'. 
For Queensland as a whole the increase in the number of inmates over 
the period depicted was in the region of 7.5 times for males although for 
serious crimes (felony) the increase was in the vicinity of 12 times. For less 
serious crimes the corresponding figure was just over 4 times. Whether the 
relatively smaller increase in the imprisonment rate for minor offences 
indicates greater leniency on the part of the sentencing authorities cannot be 
determined but it is evident that the number of inmates imprisoned for assault 
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and other crimes decreased quite significantly over the latter part of period 
while in addition to the felons there was an increase in those imprisoned for 
larceny. The increase in the number of females in prison was much less with 
just over a threefold change. Moreover the number imprisoned for felony 
increased from two to only four. Overall though, the rate of increase was 
slowing towards the middle of the decade and numbers actually fell in 1868. 
By the end of the period Queensland had Arthur Edward Halloran as 
Sheriff of the colony and he was responsible for prison administration. That 
there was some concern over the running of prisons in Queensland at the 
time is evident since in 1867 a Select Committee was appointed to "inquire 
into and report upon the manner in which gaols in the colony are managed' 
(Report of the Select Committee on Prison Discipline, 1867, p.1). 
4.3.2 1870-1879 
By the early part of this decade Queensland had, apart from the police gaols 
which were primarily for remand prisoners, 5 prisons including St Helena. 
Roma gaol opened in 1873 but was accommodating only 6 inmates in 1874. 
Brisbane gaol was the largest with, on average, half of the colony's inmates 
this being largely a reception centre for prisoners on their way to St Helena. 
Although female inmates were held in Rockhampton prison the majority were 
taken to Toowoomba which also housed some males largely to assist with the 
more physically arduous maintenance wori< required in operating a prison. 
Table 4.2 gives the inmate numbers in Queensland's prisons between 
1870 and 1879. 
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Table 4.2 
Inmates in Custody in Queensland Prisons 1870-1879 
Year 
1870 
1871 
1872 
1873 
1874 
1875 
1876 
1877 
1878 
1879 
Felons 
M 
102 
124 
55 
116 
152 
164 
156 
163 
205 
214 
F 
3 
0 
0 
5 
1 
2 
1 
5 
2 
5 
Assaults 
M 
63 
26 
33 
95 
78 
75 
91 
108 
67 
93 
F 
1 
4 
6 
26 
36 
21 
40 
15 
40 
33 
Others 
M 
40 
41 
40 
41 
55 
27 
48 
12 
17 
17 
F 
13 
16 
16 
9 
3 
6 
6 
2 
6 
6 
Total 
M 
205 
191 
128 
252 
285 
266 
295 
278 
289 
324 
F 
17 
20 
22 
40 
60 
29 
47 
22 
48 
44 
Source: based on Queensland Parliamentary Papers 
As shown in Table 4.2, over the whole period the increase in male 
inmates was in the region of 58 per cent. Again, this was largely due to the 
increasing numbers imprisoned for more serious crimes, mainly male, this 
being in excess of 100 per cent. More than half of the prisoners in 1879 could 
be considered high security being kept at St. Helena. While female inmates 
increased by over 50 per cent during the period shown their numbers 
fluctuated and only a small percentage were in prison for more serious 
offences. Drunkenness it seems was still a major problem among female 
offenders. While there was quite a dramatic increase in the number of 
inmates at Brisbane Gaol, St Helena had approximately the same number by 
the end of the period as at the beginning although the fluctuation in numbers 
suggests considerable movement between prisons. Rockhampton prison was 
obviously overcrowded in 1874, this being largely for prisoners awaiting trial 
or those serving short sentences. The increase in inmates at Rockhampton 
prison in 1874 may well have been the result of the establishment of "a 
Supreme Court.... at Bowen, a Circuit Court at Townsville and a District Court 
at Charters Towers and Cooktown" (Registrar General's Report, 1875, p.2). 
This was a particular problem since there was no industry at Rockhampton 
prison except for the maintenance of the prison. St. Helena had emerged as 
the principal industrial prison and in 1879 income from prison labour was 
valued at around £4000 
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coming mainly from the tailor's shop, the boot shop and the saddler's. The 
cultivation of sugar cane was also underway but with mixed success. 
Arthur Halloran was Sheriff for the entire period shown and in his report 
for 1871 he suggested that the relatively low rate of recidivisim (out of the 257 
received, 30 had been convicted before) was the result of hard but 'useful' 
labour while in prison. This however, was not true of women who he said, 
were "a class degraded by drink' and "are seldom clear of gaol beyond 3 or 4 
weekS' (Registrar General's Report, 1871, p.2). In a later report Halloran 
referred to the rehabilitative effect of industry in prison claiming that "in the 
Gaol (they) learn a trade, by which, on their discharge, they are enabled to 
earn an honest subsistence" (Registrar General's Report, 1875, p.1). 
Although there were attempts to separate young first offenders, by and 
large, a system of classification was difficult. As mentioned in Chapter 3, a 
system of classification and separation was viewed as an essential ingredient 
to rehabilitation and reformation. Unfortunately it was an expensive system to 
implement and maintain since it quite clearly required specialised 
infrastructures. 
While a new prison was being constructed in Rockhampton which was 
near completion by 1879 Townsville prison received its first inmates in 1878. 
Toowoomba was still principally for "drunken and abandoned' females but 
Halloran in 1876 considered the £336 in income from the female prisoner's a 
satisfactory outcome considering "the degraded and useless clasS' (p.2) of 
these women. This period then was characterised by increasing 
imprisonment and the necessary increase in prison accommodation 
4.3.3 1880-1889 
Table 4.3 shows the increase in inmate numbers in Queensland between 
1880 and 1884. 
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Table 4.3 
Inmates in Custody in Queensland Prisons 1880 -1884 
Year 
1880 
1881 
1882 
1883 
1884 
Felons 
M 
207 
164 
174 
178 
237 
F 
5 
5 
12 
9 
10 
Petty Larceny 
M 
89 
107 
66 
216 
189 
F 
33 
15 
27 
47 
48 
Other 
M 
17 
4 
8 
6 
3 
F 
6 
7 
6 
3 
0 
Total 
M 
313 
275 
248 
400 
429 
F 
44 
27 
45 
59 
58 
Source: based on Queensland Parliamentary Papers 
Over the period 1880-1884 Table 4.3 shows that the number of male 
inmates in Queensland increased by around 37 per cent with a 32 per cent 
increase in females. The numbers did fluctuate, however, falling quite 
markedly in 1881 and 1882. The increase was largely accommodated 
through the expansion of St. Helena. The new prison in Brisbane also 
assisted and Townsville was taking in larger numbers. While Toowoomba 
remained the main gaol for females Townsville also housed a significant 
proportion. 
By 1880 a new prison was under construction in Brisbane and the old 
Queen Street gaol was being demolished. This was then used merely as a 
receiving gaol. At the same time John McDonald, then govemor of St. Helena 
reported that a new wing to accommodate 81 prisoners (53 in single cells) 
was under construction in that prison while the new gaol at Rockhampton was 
still not complete. An Industrial School and Reformatory for giris was 
established at Toowoomba for separating first offenders. 
William Townley took over from McDonald as govemor of St. Helena in 
1882 and it appears that he believed in the rehabilitative function of 
imprisonment. In 1883 he established a library there through voluntary 
donation since he felt reading had a "reformatory effect. Of the gaol as a 
whole, however, he commented on "the unsatisfactory state of this 
Establishment as regards its unsuitableness for carrying out an improved 
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convict systeni' (Queensland Pariiamentary Papers, 1885, p.527). The value 
of goods produced at St. Helena in this year was again in excess of £6000 
thus demonstrating its potential viability as an industrial prison. 
The new Brisbane Gaol at Woolloongabba was opened in 1883 on 2nd 
July when 56 inmates were transferred there. However, it was immediately 
overcrowded with 20 inmates sleeping in the corridors and the hospital. 
Although opened in 1878 Townsville Gaol already needed additions with 113 
prisoners in accommodation for 50. Of Toowoomba prison it was said merely 
that it held females from "degraded and vicious classeS' who "do not know 
how to sew and will not learn" (Queensland Pariiamentary Papers, 1885, 
p.538). However the Female Industrial School and Reformatory was 
impressive for in 1885 it was said that it "Is kept in a manner very creditable to 
the persons who have charge of the establishment (Queensland 
Pariiamentary Papers, 1885, p.536). Rockhampton Gaol was finally 
completed and occupied in 1884. 
Halloran, a supporter of the reformatory effect of hard labour 
commented on the shortage of work in the prisons of Queensland at the time 
and quoted from a report by the Secretary of State for the Colonies, Lord 
Kimberiey in which he recommended continued use of the tread wheel, the 
crank and shot-drill not only for punishment and reformation but the former as 
a means of generating revenue from industry. While Halloran did not feel that 
the crank and shot-drill were effective since these were methods of 
punishment only he did recommend tread-wheels for Brisbane, Toowoomba 
and Rockhampton. 
Table 4.4 gives the inmate numbers for the period 1885 to 1889. It should be 
noted that the data for the years 1887-9 are not disaggregated for St Helena. 
Therefore only the totals are included for those years. 
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Year 
1885 
1886 
1887 
1888 
1889 
Inmates in Cusi 
Felons 
M 
284 
372 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
F 
9 
13 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
Table 4.4 
tody in Queensland Prisons 1885-1889 
Mis. 
M 
160 
153 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
F 
32 
44 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
Others 
M 
22 
33 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
F 
21 
15 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
Total 
M 
466 
570 
527 
501 
600 
F 
62 
67 
58 
65 
62 
Source: Queensland Parliamentary Papers 
As shown in Table 4.4 while the period 1885-1889 showed fluctuations 
in inmates' numbers in Queensland the overall increase in numbers was very 
significant. In 1885 the total Queensland male prison population was around 
466 while by the end of the 1880s it had risen to 600 (29 per cent) with the 
largest increase (in male inmates) occurring between 1885 and 1886. The 
female prison population remained relatively stable throughout the period. 
In the mid 1880s Queensland had, if the police gaols were included, 
around 12 prisons. St. Helena was by far the largest with, in 1889 in excess of 
250 inmates who were generally long temri prisoners. The next largest was 
Brisbane gaol with the provincial centres at Rockhampton and Townsville 
holding around 50 male inmates. Townsville also held female inmates but the 
main institution for women was still Toowoomba. 
Although opened in 1883, by 1885 Sheriff Halloran was reporting that 
Brisbane Gaol was overcrowded, which threatened sanitary conditions, and 
was in need of workshops. The lack of work facilities said Halloran meant that 
the gaol "cannot be made either deterrent or reformatory (Queensland 
Pariiamentary Papers, 1886, p.584). Having recently visited Victoria Halloran 
made a strong plea for new workshops at all gaols and also suggested 
building a large gaol for 500-600 inmates near Goodna. The inefficiency of 
industry at St. Helena was also an issue. The workshops were becoming 
inadequate and needed upgrading since it was considered that work was 
more beneficial than the tread wheel as treatment for long-termers. 
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Halloran also commented in his 1885 report on the ineffectiveness of 
short sentences believing gaol to be too easy for some "Prisoners with shorter 
sentences and frequent convictions seem to like gaol as a homd' he said 
(Queensland Pariiamentary Papers, 1885, p.586). If hard labour was not 
available then a tread wheel at Brisbane may at least deter some, he felt. In 
this regard Brisbane Gaol appears to have been problematical at this time. 
Wori< included teasing hair and mat making which was seen as neither 
profitable nor instructive. In addition, the poor quality labour did not earn its 
keep. However "the prisoner's mind is to some extent diverted from his 
associate" (Queensland Pariiamentary Papers, 1887, p.659). Interestingly, 
there appears to be some private sector opposition to prison industry at this 
time because it was felt it should not "interiere with the assumed rights of free 
labour' (Queensland Pariiamentary Papers, 1887, p.659). Halloran also 
believed that education was a necessary component of the rehabilitation 
programme but pointed out that at St. Helena attendance in classes was poor 
because education was in competition with paid prison work. It was 
considered, however, that all prisons should have libraries. 
By the end of the period Halloran had been succeeded by Townley as 
Sheriff but similar themes and issues are evident in the reports. The separate 
system continued to present problems where facilities for proper classification 
were inadequate. This was highlighted in the Gaol's Commission Report of 
1887 whose main recommendations were, apart from extensive changes to 
the physical structure of the prisons of Queensland: 
(a) A new penitentiary with accommodation for three hundred 
prisoners. 
Pll Division of Brisbane Gaol Into three sections: 
(i) Remand; 
(ii) Females; 
and (iii) Short sentence prisoners. 
(c) Enlargement of Townsville and Rockhampton gaols. 
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However, there remained a strong belief in the reformatory powers of 
the separate system as indicated in the following paragraph from Townley's 
1889 Report. 
"It is universally admitted that the separation of prisoners (from 
each other only) is a first essential of good discipline and is 
necessary to the success of deterrent and reformatory 
treatment. It is also the only efficient basis for classification, 
and is the safest, and in the end the least costly arrangement". 
On the other hand, "the associated system" (to quote from the 
report of 1887) "has been condemned on all hands. The evils 
attending it, as disclosed in the course of our investigations, 
are too great to permit of its being safely continued. It leads to 
insubordination, to conspiracies to discontent, to views of the 
most revolting natur^'. (Queensland Pariiamentary Papers, 
1889, p.5) 
4.3.4 1890-1899 
Table 4.5 shows the changes in prisoner numbers over the last decade of the 
19th century in Queensland. For this period the figures are not disaggregated 
by offence type and in addition they include the smaller gaols at Mackay, 
Thursday Island, Blackall, Normanton, Cooktown and Fortitude Valley. As the 
Table shows, over the period under examination the number of male inmates 
remained relatively steady while there was actually a fall in the number of 
females. 
Year 
Male 
Female 
Inmates in 
Table 4.5 
Custody in Queensland Prisons, 1890-1899 
Queensland 
1890 
580 
. 52 
1891 
526 
78 
1892 
522 
65 
1893 
512 
52 
1894 
493 
48 
1895 
533 
49 
1896 
555 
50 
1897 
464 
60 
1898 
545 
50 
1899 
571 
43 
Source: Queensland Parliamentary Papers 
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In 1890 extensions to Brisbane Gaol were completed and the new 
Townsville prison at Stewart's Creek was progressing well. The site for this 
gaol was selected partly because of its close proximity to the railway but also 
because it was near a hill from which stone could be quarried. This new 
prison, it was hoped, would help to reduce the overcrowding at Brisbane Gaol 
and St. Helena. 
The system of separation remained an issue and apparently in New 
South Wales inmates under 25 were being separated from the mainstream 
inmates. This was complicated by the problem of the identification of 
criminals for the purpose of identifying previous offenders. It was 
recommended that a more reliable system be adopted such as Professor 
Bertillons anthropometrical system" (Queensland Pariiamentary Papers, 1898, 
p. 125). Presumably this would help improve the efficiency of the separation 
system. 
During this period the inadequate work facilities at the prisons was still 
considered a problem (a situation not uncommon today). Rehabilitation was 
largely left to the Salvation Arniy which was active in helping prisoners after 
their release. The Prison Gate Brigade assisted the prisoner "when he most 
requires a helping hand; it finds him a comfortable home, food, and frequently 
clothing until he can find employment' (Registrar General's Report, 1890, 
p.3). 
In 1891 there was an alarming increase in crime among males (see 
Table 4.5) and this was blamed on "disturbances in the Westem districts' 
(Registrar General's Report, p.2) such as the shearers' strike and migration 
from the southem states. The number of female prisoners did fall, however, 
in this year. In addition, it appears that a number of inmates were by the 
standards of the day reasonably well educated but unfortunately this 
suggested that "education alone will not deter from crime" (Registrar 
General's Report, p.2). That leniency in prison was not approved of in evident 
from the reference to Elmira in the USA where "the prisoner no matter how 
guilty, when once admitted has every comfort bestowed upon him except his 
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liberty (Registrar General's Report, p.3). This form of treatment is obviously 
disapproved of since it is suggested that this is partly responsible for rising 
crime rates in the USA and rather, "prison life must be of a kind rather to repel 
by severity than attract by luxury (Registrar General's Report, p.3). In the 
same year, St. Helena came under the management of the Department of 
Prisons instead of being separately administered. 
In 1893 Captain Pennefather took charge as Comptroller of Prisons. 
He had previously been superintendent of St. Helena and it is therefore hardly 
surprising that he immediately drew attention to the wooden buildings at St. 
Helena suggesting that they were a fire hazard. In this year however the new 
prison at Stewart's Creek in Townsville was opened. As with his predecessor 
the new comptroller found work facilities at Brisbane Gaol inadequate for "a 
useful and profitable' system of hard labour. 
The closing of Toowoomba and Roma was a recommendation in 
almost all of Pennefather's report for the 1890s as was the problem of fire risk 
at St. Helena. Indeed he recommended the closure of St. Helena and its 
replacement established on the mainland. He pointed out that Queensland 
was lagging behind the southem colonies where new gaols had been built "on 
modem principles'. Of Toowoomba he said "any hope of reform is slight" but 
although the male section was closed in 1898 the prison remained operational 
as did St. Helena despite the fire risk, monotony and the difficultly of contact 
with the families for the officers on the island. At St. Helena, however, "good 
work is being done" and "the trades and occupation taught there enable many 
of them to earn their livings honestly on discharge" (Registrar General's 
Report, p.2, 1896). In addition work helped pass the time more quickly. 
The problem of short-term prisoners remained a topic for debate. 
Pennefather recommended hard labour for short-term prisoners since he saw 
them largely as larrikins and considered that this would be a deterrent, as 
would longer sentences. He also believed that hard labour helped to pay for 
the prisoners keep. Other complaints by the Comptroller included the large 
number of minor offences which were committed by the same individuals and 
the practice of sending vagrants and dmnkards to prison "for observatiorf. As 
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with his predecessor, however, he commended the work of the Salvation 
Army and the Women's Christian Temperance Union. 
4 4 Summary 
The history of imprisonment in Queensland during the late nineteenth century 
is characterised by a number of recurring themes, which are not uncommon 
today. Firstly, a continually rising crime rate resulted in a greater demand for 
prisons and therefore a steadily rising inmate population. This led in the first 
instance to overcrowding and this was necessarily followed by the 
construction of new prisons or the extension of existing prisons. 
Secondly, there was, it seems, total commitment to a system of 
separation complicated by the fact that prison facilities needed to be 
organised with this aim in mind and were never entirely adequate for the 
purpose. 
Thirdly, while the rehabilitative and revenue generating value of prison 
industry was recognised, again, facilities were inadequate for the gainful 
employment of all inmates with the exception of St Helena. There was also a 
suggestion that industry in prisons would meet with private opposition in the 
market place. The poor quality of labour and its high turnover were also seen 
as problematical. As far as rehabilitation was concemed education was 
gradually being introduced but in the main this was left to the power of hard 
work and to voluntary organisations such as the Salvation Army. 
Finally there was the question of inmates serving short sentences. Not 
only were these offenders frequently habitual but they were sentenced for 
relatively minor offences such as drunkenness and vagrancy. The dilemma 
was whether this group of inmates should be in prison at all and if they are 
then what should be done with them during their custodial sentence. In 
general it was felt that prison for these inmates should be made to be harsh 
and unpleasant, the emphasis being placed on its deterrent rather than its 
rehabilitative value. 
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4.5 Prisons in Queensland 1900-1980 
The period up to 1900 was one which saw the transition of the prison system 
in Queensland from a convict based system to one in which the prisoners 
were no longer transportees but were offenders within the colony. After 1900 
prison administration evolved to firmly lay the foundations of the penal system 
evident today. This was a period of consolidation of both infrastructures and 
policies. It was also a period of escalating inmate numbers and increasing 
prison size. The older prisons were being replaced by larger, purpose built 
establishments administered by a designated govemment sub-department 
and an officially appointed Comptroller-General. Table 4.6 gives the annual 
average prisoner numbers at 5 year intervals in Queensland between 1900 
and 1980. 
Table 4.6 
Inmate Numbers, Queensland, 1900-1980 
Year 
1900 
1905 
1910 
1915 
1920 
1925 
1930 
1935 
1940 
1945 
1950 
1955 
1960 
1965 
1970 
1975 
1980 
Male 
554 
493 
479 
453 
302 
312 
380 
327 
311 
532 
448 
600 
871 
966 
1220 
1409 
1663 
Female 
50 
46 
32 
28 
18 
10 
13 
6 
6 
34 
11 
15 
24 
25 
23 
24 
42 
Total 
604 
539 
511 
481 
320 
322 
393 
333 
317 
566 
459 
615 
895 
991 
1243 
1433 
2005 
Source: Sourcebook of Social Statistics, AlC, Canberra, 1988 
At the tum of the century Queensland had, if the police gaols are 
included, twelve prisons many of which housed both male and female 
inmates. The largest of these was St Helena (173 inmates), followed by 
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Townsville (113 inmates) and Brisbane (104 inmates). Rockhampton held 60 
inmates while the remainder were relatively insignificant. 
At the beginning of the period shown many problems remained 
unsolved. According to the reports of the time St Helena was in a poor state 
of disrepair. Indeed the Comptroller, Captain Pennefather again noted the 
physical deterioration of St. Helena penal establishment which made it a fire 
hazard and still there was no allowance made for a proper system of 
classification and separation. He recommended the closure of the 
establishment and the construction of a new one. 
The reports also drew attention to the significant contribution of prison 
industry to the prison maintenance costs and at the same time its non-
pecuniary benefits. "Non-productive work' said the Comptroller "does not 
prepare a prisoner for a life of honest industry, nor is it likely to have a 
deterrent effects' (Queensland Pariiamentary Papers, 1905 p.1059). He 
obviously felt that hard work was good preparation for release but also that 
the inmates didn't enjoy it! In addition, the work system "enables prisoners 
who have been taught trades, to earn their livings on discharge and become 
good citizens' (Queensland Pariiamentary Papers, 1905, p.1525). 
Indeterminate sentences, it appears were an important issue in the 
early 20th century. There was at this time a conflict between giving sentences 
as a punishment or "sentences as a cure". The Howard Association for 
example saw little point in keeping an offender in prison beyond the stage 
where they are 'cured'. By and large however, it was felt that the 
indetemninate sentence which "strikes directly at the criminal clasS' was "truly 
a deterrent' (Queensland Pariiamentary Papers, 1905, p.255). There was 
continued opposition to short sentences since they were considered a useless 
deterrent. 
As Table 4.6 shows inmate numbers were beginning to fall up to 1910 
at which time attention was being turned to a system of parole similar to that 
which existed in New South Wales. Indeed it was the opinion of the 
Comptroller, Pennefather, that "There is scarcely any time when a man 
requires aid so much as when he is just turned out of prisori' (Queensland 
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Pariiamentary Papers, 1910, p.592). Pennefather also boasted that St. 
Helena prison actually made a small profit. That is, the revenue earned 
through prison industry 'overiaps' the cost of keeping inmates there. He 
suggested this was one of the few prisons in the worid where this was the 
case (Queensland Pariiamentary Papers, 1910). The value of output from the 
workshops at St. Helena was in the region of £8000 in 1912. 
During the eariy part of this period the Queensland prison system saw 
the introduction of indeterminate sentences in The Criminal Code Amendment 
Act of 1914 and a system of allowing fine defaulters to reduce their sentence 
on the basis of part payment of the fine. Interestingly, on the topic of 
recidivism it was recommended that a system of giving a life sentence to all 
criminals convicted of a third felony be introduced. Hard work was still 
advocated as a means of refomnation and is noted that "it is the experience of 
prison administrations that it is the wilfully or unfortunately ignorant and 
unskilled who constitute the majority of the prisoners' (Queensland 
Pariiamentary Papers, 1914, p.469). St. Helena was seen as a prison 
reformatory labour colony. 
Towards the end of this period the Prisons Department became a sub-
department of the Police Department within the Home Secretary's Department 
and by 1918 Queensland had two penal establishments, eight prisons and 
three police gaols. For the first time in 1918 the number of women convicted 
for drunkenness exceeded the number of men and was reported that two 
women had more than 100 convictions. These offenders were particularly 
troublesome since "Shori terms of imprisonment have little or no deterrent or 
reformative effect' (Queensland Pariiamentary Papers 1919, p.548). Despite 
its success as an industrial prison there remained a need to replace St. 
Helena with a new prison. The old fashioned wooden buildings were not only 
dangerous but at the same time did not pennit a system of classification. The 
system of association there was seen as out of date and "condemned by all 
penologists of the present day (Queensland Pariiamentary Papers 1919, 
p.551). 
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By 1925 Queensland had eight prisons which included Brisbane, 
Stewart's Creek, Rockhampton, St Helena, Mackay, Thursday Island and 
Normanton. Calms Prison was closed in Febmary of this year and St Helena 
was in the process of being scaled down. It held only around 30 inmates and 
the buildings were being demolished for use at a Benevolent Asylum in 
Dunwich. Attempts at "reformation" were still largely left to hard labour 
although the prison chaplain and the Salvation Army played an active role. In 
addition prison libraries had become established and a reward system for 
industrious inmates at work was operational. 
Change was in the wind it appears by the middle of the 1930s. A new 
kind of institution was opened at Palen Creek in 1934 this being Australia's 
first 'honour famn'. This prison relied on the trustworthiness of the inmates 
since it had no secure perimeter fence. Palen Creek was considered an asset 
from a remunerative and refonnative point of view. So successful was it that 
by 1944 Queensland had two others, one at Numinbah (1940) and another at 
Stone Creek (1944). Whitinbah and Marburg opened soon after but were 
relatively short-lived. Education, outside the prison library and the prison 
chaplain was also beginning to creep in. In 1935 a 'culture class' with an 
honorary teacher was introduced at Brisbane Gaol. St Helena was finally 
closed in 1932. Entertainment was becoming a more frequent feature of 
prison life with by 1945 fairly regular concerts on Saturdays, and prison 
holidays with "moving picture shows' and some selected radio transmissions. 
More frequent visits were permitted as well as correspondence. 
Throughout the 1940s and 1950s there were regular complaints 
regarding prisoners on short sentences. Indeed the suggestion was made that 
these inmates (largely those convicted of drunkenness and petty thieves) had 
every intention of serving life sentences in 3-6 monthly instalments. At the 
same time, however, it was recognised that these inmates had poor earnings 
capacity and few employment opportunities. The rise in property offences 
was attributed to inadequate earnings capacity and "unhappy and 
unsatisfactory home IM (Queensland Pariiamentary Papers, 1952, p 245) 
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Age was recognised as an important factor in the propensity to re-
offend and inmates serving longer sentences (and therefore older on release) 
were less likely to retum to prison. Indeed, "by the time these men reach the 
age of thirty ... most of them realised that crime does not pay (Queensland 
Pariiamentary Papers, 1952, p245). A Rehabilitation Grant introduced in 
1950 was apparently successfully in "settling dowri' long tenn prisoners after 
their release. 
Opportunities for education accelerated during the 1950s (probably in 
line with the general philosophies of the time) and Brisbane Gaol now had its 
own paid teacher as well as offering courses from the University of 
Queensland, the Technical Correspondence School and the Junior 
Commercial Correspondence School. Inmates could also borrow reference 
material from the Queensland Public Library 
The improvement in conditions did not reduce the desire to escape, it 
seems, because a series of escapes from Townsville Prison and the honour 
fanns precipitated some discussion on security. A suggestion was made that 
honour farms be modified but on the whole the feeling was that this would be 
detrimental to their successful operation. It was not reasonable, it was 
considered, that the majority of inmates who did conform should be punished 
due to the actions of a small minority. 
The 1960s were characterised by a rising crime rate and a rising 
demand for prison accommodation. The Comptroller of the time Mr S Kerr 
attributed the increase to a breakdown in the social structure "The ever-
increasing number of young men admitted to prison furiher emphasises the 
necessity for action to be taken to study our social structure" (Queensland 
Pariiamentary Papers, 1961, p.933). Similar sentiments are expressed by 
some observers today. 
The pressure for more accommodation is evidenced by the fact that 
Wacol Prison was opened in 1957 followed by Rockhampton in 1968 and 
Woodford Prison, intended for young adult offenders, in 1973. This rapid 
expansion was accompanied by increasing administrative unrest and 
problems associated with staffing for in 1980, almost as a prelude to the 
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Kennedy enquiry Mr E J Collins the Comptroller of Prisons reported " The 
year under review has been a difficult one as far as the administration of 
Queensland Prison Service is concemed. Difficulties experienced have not 
been made easier by repeated and sometimes unfounded criticisms of the 
Depariment's operations' (Queensland Pariiamentary Papers, 1980, p.5). 
This kind of comment was not unusual at the time and by the mid 1980s it 
was recognised that a complete overhaul of the administration of Queensland 
Corrective Services was long overdue. 
4.6 Conclusion 
The period from 1900 to 1980 was characterised by an expanding corrective 
services system in Queensland as elsewhere. In addition the continuance of 
the debate between rehabilitation and deterrence was cleariy evident. The 
extent to which imprisonment acted as a deterrent was not (and is still not) 
easily quantified and sentencing decisions were therefore left to the prevailing 
philosophies of the time. Overall though, it can be seen that the rehabilitative 
function was becoming more clearly acknowledged and this is indicated in the 
more humanitarian approach towards the nature of incarceration. The 
introduction of libraries, education programmes and parole programmes 
supporting existing industrial programmes were all attempts at reformation 
rather than the emphasis being placed purely on punishment. 
Administratively, however, the system was falling apart and for some, 
such as Jim Kennedy, did not go far enough along the path of 
humanitarianism. The following chapter discusses the review of Queensland 
Corrective Services undertaken by Kennedy and its recommendations. 
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CHAPTER 5 
Queensland Corrective Services and The Kennedy Report: 
A Performance Evaluation 
5.1 Introduction 
The 1988 Kennedy Report represented a milestone in the history of corrective 
services in Queensland. It had, of course, been preceded by the Fitzerald 
Enquiry which clearly signalled that all was not well in the law and order 
arena. The decade of the 1980s was indeed a time of reform for that state 
when it witnessed a change in police administration, a change of government, 
and, at the end of the decade, a change in the administration of corrective 
services. 
This chapter provides an account of the events leading to the Kennedy 
Review with a summary of the main recommendations. A comparison is 
made between the pre- and post- Kennedy administration and this is followed 
by an evaluation of the performance of the Queensland Corrective Services 
Commission (established in 1988) during the 1990s. This evaluation looks at 
the extent to which the recommendations were implemented in the early part 
of the decade and the degree to which they have or have not remained 
entrenched in the Queensland prison system. The performance review is 
based on trends in inmate numbers, imprisonment costs and general QCSC 
policy directions. 
5.2 Background 
To best understand the nature of the Queensland prison system prior to the 
1988 Commission of Review, it is necessary to examine the Final Report of 
the Commission headed by Jim Kennedy. Although Kennedy listed 65 
findings (number 1 of which is "comprehensive reform is long overdue") and 
80 recommendations he summarised the major problems being faced by the 
system by grouping them into five headings. These were based on the many 
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thousands of submissions received by the Commission from not only 
prisoners but also "Judges, politicians, policemen, prison officers, lawyers, 
probation and parole officers, other public servants, churchmen and women 
and ordinary citizens' (Kennedy 1988 pxxii). 
These five areas of concern were: 
1. Prison Officers were said to be untrained and received 
little recognition or support. 
2. The parole system was considered to be unfair and 
inefficient. 
3. Prisons - Brisbane and Townsville prisons in particular 
lacked many basic facilities and parts of these prisons 
dated back to the nineteenth century. 
4. Corrective services did not really exist, (they were 
token) and prisons in Queensland were no more than 
lock-up institutions. Prisoners were often released worse 
than when admitted. 
5. Justice - the Prisons Act needed amendment and in 
general "access to the law and justice for inmates is 
inadequate and difficult" (Kennedy, 1988, p. xxii). In 
addition, the treatment of inmates was frequently "unfair 
and inequitable". (Kennedy, 1988, p. xxii). 
In formulating the recommendations and their 
implementation Kennedy suggested that policymakers 
should be guided by a philosophical approach which 
asked the questions: 
• Is it in the public interest? 
• Is it fair and reasonable and just to all pariies and is 
it consistent? 
• Will it stand up to public scrutiny? 
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MM Pre-Kennedy Administration 
The Pre-Kennedy Administrative structure of corrective services is shown in 
Fig 5.1. Administratively, corrective services in Queensland had two distinct 
divisions, the Queensland Probation and Parole Service and the Queensland 
Prison Service. Although separate they were both ultimately responsible to 
the Minister for Corrective Services and Administrative Services. Also in this 
Department were, for example, the Rural Fires Board, the State Fire Services, 
the Govemment Garage and the Government Printer. While Kennedy made 
no real criticism of the diversity of functions in the one department he was 
concemed at the "fragmentation of the two arms of corrective sen/iceS' 
(Kennedy, 1988, p.13). 
Minister For Corrective Services 
And Administrative Services 
Under Secretary 
Deputy Under Secretary 
State 
Stores 
1 
Ch ief Off 
Staff 
"ice 
1 
Government Garage 
1 
Government 
Printer 
j 
Rural Fires | 
Board 1 
1 
Probation And i 
Parole Service f 
State Fire Services Prisons Department 
Figure 5.1 Pre-Kennedy Structure of Corrective Services 
Source: Kennedy, 1988 pi2 
The Queensland Prison Service consisted of four head office divisions, 
personnel, prisoner programmes, security and investigations, and 
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administration each being responsible to the Comptroller-General of Prisons. 
The other units were the individual prisons managed by a superintendent also 
responsible to the Comptroller-General. 
Kennedy's dissatisfaction with the highly complex bureaucratic 
hierarchical structure of correctional administration in Queensland is perhaps 
best summed up by a statement made by Mr M.S. MacNamara, then Deputy 
Under Secretary. "It would appear dysfunctional to have the custodial-based 
sen/ice separate from the community based sen/icS', he said, "It almost 
seems that they are In competition with one another' (Kennedy, 1988, p.32). 
Kennedy also drew attention to the unclear channels of authority, "the under-
utilisation of community corrections', the "uS' and "theni' syndrome between 
inmates and prison officers, lower and higher level staff and the community 
corrections branch, and the custodial branch as well as radically different 
attitudes of prison officers towards inmates. There was no clearly defined 
policy direction and industrial relations were poor. Kennedy himself summed 
up the organisation and its structure thus "The present organisational 
structure of the Department of Correctional Services and Administrative 
Services has demonstrably failed' (Kennedy, 1988, p.32). The submissions 
received by Kennedy strongly supported this view. 
Not surprisingly Kennedy's recommendation was for rationalisation and 
a major restructuring of correctional administration. Both custodial and 
community corrections were to come within the jurisdiction of the Queensland 
Corrective Services Commission and five members representing staff of the 
prisons service and the probation and parole service as well as 
representatives from churches and welfare groups, law and civil liberties and 
the public service. The Corrective Services Commission would have the 
organisational structure as shown in Figure 5.2. 
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Chairman 
Borad 
Secretary 
Director-General Audit Bureau 
Deputy Director-General 
(Corrections) 
1 
Deputy Director-General 
(Corporate Services) 
Community 
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Financial Services 
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• Policy & Research 
Human Resources 
Figure 5.2 Organisational Structure for Corrective Services in Queensland 
Source: Kennedy, 1988, p38 
The Probation and Parole Service consisted of three regional or district 
offices with a number of area offices each responsible to the Chief Probation 
and Parole Officer. The Parole Board, established in 1959, consisted of a 
Supreme Court Judge, the Under Secretary of the Department of Corrective 
Services and Administrative Services, the Under-Secretary of the Department 
of Justice, the Comptroller-General of Prisons and three other members. Its 
function was to consider parole applications from prisoners. 
The Director-General would be responsible to the Board of the QCSC 
and would have two Deputies one responsible for Corporate Services, which 
included finance, administration, policy and research and human resources 
while the other was responsible for community and custodial corrections. 
It is not the intention here to enumerate each of Kennedy's 80 
recommendations but a summary of the major reforms in the five areas of 
concern is sufficient to establish the nature of corrections in Queensland prior 
to the incorporation of the Queensland Corrective Sen/ices Commission. 
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5.3.1 Prison Officers 
At the time of the Kennedy Review there were 9 correctional institutions 
staffed as shown in Table 5.1. 
Table 5.1 
Staff Numbers, Queensland Prisons, 198 
Prison 
Townsville (M) 
Townsville (F) 
Rockhampton 
Woodford 
Brisbane (M) 
Brisbane (F) 
Wacol 
Numinbah 
Palen Creek 
TOTAL 
Inmates 
487 
13 
233 
261 
570 
83 
353 
81 
71 
2152 
Staff Number 
209 
11 
127 
160 
378 
54 
177 
11 
11 
1138 
7 (approx.) 
Staff/Inmate 
2.3 
1.2 
1.8 
1.6 
1.5 
1.5 
2.0 
7.4 
6.5 
1.9 
Source: Kennedy, 1988, p.21. 
Table 5.1 shows that the largest prison for males at the time of the 
Review was Brisbane and this prison also held the most females. 
Kennedy was very critical of the Queensland Prison Sen/ice's methods 
of staff recruitment and in particular, staff training. In addition to these 
inadequacies Kennedy also noted a poor industrial relations record, 
overstaffing and corruption. He pointed out that in 1987-88 $85, 000 was 
allocated to the running of the Staff Training College and the provision of 
courses. This amounted to $66/person compared to $403/person in Victoria, 
$339 in NSW and $232 in South Australia and was in Kennedy's opinion 
"nothing short of scandalous" (Kennedy, 1988, p.136). 
On the question of corruption Kennedy acknowledged that most 
employees were "committed and caring people" but it would be "naive of 
anyone to believe there was no corruption, or potential for corruption, in the 
sen/ice" (p.137). Allegations of corruption included the smuggling of 
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contraband, largely drugs but even guns, favours granted in retum for 
homosexual acts and sexual favours given by female inmates. 
Apart from the lack of training Kennedy also emphasised the 
uncertainty with regard to employment contracts, the stressful and sometimes 
dangerous nature of the prison officers job and the consequent effects on 
their families (see Kennedy, 1988, p.155) and the confusion surrounding their 
rights, responsibilities and the degree of accountability. Recommendations 
included the establishment of an Internal Investigations Unit, more careful 
screening in the areas of security and psychological testing for potential 
recruits, more resources allocated to training, new award schemes and 
counselling services to officers. 
5.3.2 The Parole System 
The Report of the Commission of Review considered the possibility of 
altematives to imprisonment. It was pointed out that at the time of the review 
Queensland had one of the highest imprisonment rates in Australia (number 
of inmates/100 000 of the population). A comparison is given in Table 5.2. 
Population (000s) 
Prisoner Numbers 
Imprisonment Rate 
Source: Kennedy, 198 
Table 5.2 
Imprisonment Rates, Australia, 1988 
QLD 
2575 
2348 
0.871 
8, p.100. 
NSW 
5605 
3950 
0.705 
VIC 
4208 
1984 
0.471 
SA 
139 
796 
0.571 
TAS 
449 
268 
0.579 
WA 
1496 
1603 
1.07 
Table 5.2 shows that not only did Queensland have the second highest 
rate of imprisonment at the time of the review but also in some instances it 
was almost twice that of other states. Further, Table 5.3 shows that when 
imprisonment rates in most other states had been declining, they were 
increasing in Queensland. 
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Table 5.3 
Imprisonment Rates, Australia 1961-2 and 1978-88 
1961-1962 
1978-1988 
QLD 
.604 
.873 
Source: Kennedy, 1988, p.100. 
NSW 
.816 
.706 
VIC 
.675 
.471 
SA 
.788 
.571 
TAS 
.958 
.597 
WA 
.687 
1.07 
It was not only a question of cost which prompted Kennedy to 
recommend a shift towards community corrections despite the fact that in 
1987/88 the annual cost of keeping 2308 inmates in prison was $48,829,000 
compared to a figure of $4,839,000 to provide community supervision for 
9214 offenders (Kennedy, 1988, p.22). Kennedy also saw community 
corrections as an opportunity to provide "an increase in the level of basic 
justice and the opporiunity for providing corrections in its proper setting' 
(Kennedy, 1988, p.100). 
Kennedy recommended that the Parole Board be replaced by the 
Queensland Community Corrections Board which would consider applications 
for parole from inmates serving over five years and a system of Regional 
Community Corrections Boards for applications from inmates serving from six 
months to five years. The Queensland Community Corrections Board would 
consist of a judge of the Supreme Court as chairperson, a medical 
practitioner, the Director General of Corrective Services, the Ministry Under-
Secretary and three community representatives (a woman, an Aboriginal or 
Islander and a lawyer). The Regional Boards would comprise a barrister or 
solicitor as chair, a medical practitioner, a community representative, an 
Aboriginal or Islander representative, a senior custodial officer and a senior 
community correctional officer. 
There was some concern over parole eligibility and remissions. 
Kennedy suggested that there was a case for parole eligibility at one-third of 
an inmate's sentence but this was complicated by the system of remissions. 
Although at the time prisoners could be released on parole having served half 
their sentence they would then be under the supervision of community 
corrections for the remainder of their sentence. A preferable option it 
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appeared was for inmates to serve two-thirds of their sentence and then 
secure release directly into the community without supervision. This situation 
arose since inmates were almost automatically granted one-third remission 
from their sentence. Kennedy was alarmed at the small number of inmates 
who were actually released on parole. Between July 1987 and June 1988 
296 inmates were granted parole (from 745 applications) and, said Kennedy, 
almost 5000 prisoners in total were discharged in that year. He felt that 
members of the community would be "horrified if they realised that someone 
sentenced to, say, nine years by a judge for brutal rape Is let out before he 
has completed six years by prison authorities without any revieW (Kennedy, 
1988, p.119). Kennedy was in favour of reducing the impact of remissions on 
the length of the custodial sentence and thereby extending the period of 
community supervision. Remissions could however be taken off the parole 
period. Further, it was suggested that consideration should also be given to 
parole as an alternative to sentences of less than six months. 
5.3.3 Prisons 
At the time of the Review Queensland had nine correctional centres holding 
around 2152 inmates (see Table 5.1). Kennedy's main concern, however, 
was with the age of Townsville Men's Prison (1880), and Brisbane Men's 
(1883) and the resulting inadequacy of the facilities. He was particularly 
scathing in his criticism of No. 2 division at Boggo Road and of the Maximum 
Security Section at Townsville. Both were insanitary, he said, lacking proper 
sewage disposal facilities, fresh water access and the kitchens and eating 
areas at Townsville were "unsatisfactory for prisoners' and "unsavoury places 
for the staff to work' (Kennedy, 1988, p.63). Boggo Road prison was 
overcrowded and had severe security problems as well as being operationally 
expensive. In 1987/88 the cost per prisoner according to Kennedy was $22 
600/year at Boggo Road compared to $17 600 at Woodford, $14 500 at 
Wacol and $14 250 at Townsville (Kennedy, 1988, p. 76). In short, Kennedy 
recommended that these two prisons be closed and new prisons be 
constructed at Wacol, Borallon and Lotus Glen. 
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The Report discussed, at some length, the possibility of greater private 
sector involvement in corrective services and the new correctional centre at 
Borallon presented Itself as an ideal opportunity for contracting out. Kennedy 
felt that private sector involvement "should lead to an increase in the cost-
effectiveness of the service as a whole" on the basis that "in some pariicular 
areas the private sector can do it cheaper and better' and "in some areas 
private sector operation will Introduce a strong element of competition against 
which to measure the periormance of the public sector and ensure it is 
dynamid' (Kennedy, 1988, p.88). 
5.3.4 Community Corrections 
Kennedy saw community corrections as providing a vital role in the successful 
reintegration of inmates into society. An obstacle to this process was the lack 
of financial support given to releasees who were entitled to no more than one 
week's unemployment benefit on release. The general sentiment was that 
this lack of financial security was an important factor in determining the 
'survival rate' on release. Survival chances were not improved by the very 
low rates of remuneration received by inmates while working in prison. 
Hostels and halfway houses were seen as a partial remedy for this 
problem and which could be managed by the private sector. More work 
should be available says the Report and the QCSC "should establish and 
review regularly more realistic remuneration packages for prisoners' 
(Kennedy, 1988, p.167). 
The Report had little to say on the provision of food, clothing and 
shelter finding these to be adequate with the exception of parts of Boggo 
Road and Townsville, as already discussed. The poor quality and availability 
of health services was an issue among inmates (second only to that of parole) 
and recommendations were aimed at improving this. 
As well as improving counselling services and "establishing a position 
of chaplain" Kennedy recommended improved contact with prisoners' families 
through unrestricted letters, more frequent telephone calls (which may be 
monitored) and more family visits. Leave of absence could become "a reward 
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for prisoners nearing their period of community supervision who have 
demonstrated they merit Increased trust' (Kennedy, 1988, p. 179). 
Interestingly, Kennedy saw education as "an area crying out for actiori' 
(Kennedy, 1988, p.181). He did not however, believe that the QCSC should 
employ its own teachers but rather that this should be done through the 
Education Department. Nor did he feel that education programmes could be 
run successfully in the "very high security areaS'. Similarly Kennedy saw the 
opportunity for increased participation by TAPE in the provision of trade 
training programmes. 
Strangely, perhaps, the Report devoted little attention to prison work 
largely acknowledging that although it plays an important role in rehabilitation 
there was not enough of it. Kennedy was critical of the government's decision 
not to permit prison industries to compete with private enterprise and saw 
opportunities for private enterprise involvement in industry in prisons. Finally, 
recreation activities were viewed as being "an imporiant part of the physical 
and mental well-being of prisoners' (Kennedy, 1988, p.182) and at the time of 
the report were inadequate in most institutions. Kennedy recommended the 
involvement of the Queensland Recreation Council. 
5.3.5 Justice 
Although this general theme runs throughout the Report Kennedy specifically 
recommends the endorsement of minimum standard guidelines on prisoners' 
rights. Accordingly, visiting Justices should be abolished and breaches of 
discipline dealt with by officers of the QCSC. In addition official visitors should 
be assigned to each prison and formal grievance procedures were to be 
established. 
In summary, the Report of the Commission of Review represents a 
very thorough investigation of the nature of corrective services in Queensland 
in the late 1980s and on the basis of its findings it makes a number of quite 
radical recommendations for change. 
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5.4 Kennedy Before and After: Corrective Policy in Queensland 
1985-1996 
The recommendations arising from Kennedy's exhaustive review were 
accepted by the Queensland Cabinet and legislation to implement the reforms 
received assent through Pariiament on December 1, 1988. The Queensland 
Corrective Services Commission took over the reins of both custodial and 
community corrections on December 15, 1988 with a bureaucratic structure 
based on that suggested by Kennedy. Some reforms were immediate such 
as the changes of titles, prisons to custodial correctional centres, prison 
officers to custodial correctional officers and probation and parole officers to 
community correctional officers. Others had a much longer-term programme. 
However, the closing of Brisbane Prison and parts of Townsville, staff training 
and the construction of new prisons would take time. The priorities for the first 
six months of operation were stated by the newly appointed Director-General 
Keith Hamburger as to: 
• establish the necessary infra-structure for the 
Commission to function including the Community 
Corrections Boards and Official Visitors. 
m create a perception and understanding in the 
community at large and imporiantly with staff of 
the Commission that positive change in corrections 
is possible, is occurring and will continue to occur; 
« clarify philosophy and direction so that progress 
over the next four years will not be impeded by 
flaws in basic assumptions and can be measured 
definitively by the community to whom the QCSC 
is ultimately accountable (QCSC Annual Repori, 
1989, p.5). 
Throughout the remainder of his first report as Director-General 
Hamburger emphasised the burden of the cost of imprisonment to the 
taxpayer and the view that "imprisonment of offenders should be the sanction 
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of last resort' (QCSC Annual Report, 1989,p.6). The culture of prisons he 
said should be changed. They should become "places of correction where 
offenders who show genuine desire to amend their offending ways can be 
exposed to opportunities for positive self-development and to programmes 
supporting their transition back into society (QCSC Annual Report, 1989, 
p.6). Once inmates have "addressed the reasons for their offending 
behaviour' and demonstrated a willingness to become law abiding citizens 
they should "graduate' from prison. The notion of "graduation" and "prison as 
a last resort' is one which is repeated through successive reports. 
Hamburger also pointed to the failure of the remissions system, as mentioned 
by Kennedy, in that it allowed too many inmates to be released into the 
community without supervision. He saw "truth in sentencing' as a recipe for 
"social and financial disaster of Immense proportions' (QCSC Annual Report, 
1989, p.6) and in acknowledging that at some stage the majority of inmates 
will be released he said "it is in society's interest to guarantee that their 
release is managed in a manner designed to ensure the least likelihood of 
their re-offending' (QCSC Annual Report, 1989, p.6). Finally he saw as a 
"desirable mix of supervision for those sent to prison" to be "a period in prison, 
a period under supervision in a community hostel and/or home detention, 
followed by community supervision while on parole" (QCSC Annual Report, 
1989, p.6). 
In summary Keith Hamburger on behalf of the QCSC was aiming at a 
corrective services system that rehabilitated rather than merely punished, 
used prison as a last resort, and which closely monitored offenders in the 
community after release. On top of all this he wanted the community to 
receive "value for money spent' (p.6). 
A review of the performance of the Queensland Corrective Services 
Commission was to take place towards the end of its first five year period and 
the Commission, therefore set itself 16 long range objectives to be achieved 
by the end of 1993 some of which were, to establish and implement 
# the most cost-effective system of corrections in Australia 
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m the best quality and most effective correction 
programmes in Australia 
$ a reduction in the percentage of Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander prisoners from 20 per cent to 10 per cent 
» a system whereby all employed inmates make a 
contribution in finance or in kind to the Commission 
and/or society 
« employment or appropriate programs for all inmates 
w a meaningful progression of earned privileges for inmates 
• access for all offenders to pre-release programmes 
f unit management of offenders in institutions 
« programmes for inmates with special needs 
(drugs/alcohol addiction, violence and sexual assault) 
» adequate physical facilities 
i improved training and industrial relations (based on 
QCSC Annual Repori, p. 10) 
The Public Sector Management Commission conducted a review of the 
Queensland Corrective Services Commission the results of which were 
published in December 1993 (PSMC, 1993). While listing 81 
recommendations in the Report the Review was generally favourable towards 
the QCSC saying "It is plainly evident that very significant progress has 
occurred, over the past years in refomning the correctional system along the 
lines recommended in the Kennedy Report" (PSMC, 1993, p.1). Further, 
"This significant progress is due, in no small pari, to the direction of the Board 
and work above and beyond what would normally be expected of a part-time 
board' (PSMC, 1993 p.2) and "while this review may identify areas for 
possible improvement it certainly acknowledges and applauds their 
commitment to developing a better correctional system in Queensland' 
(PSMC, 1993 p.2). 
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The recommendations of the Review included some changes to the 
Commission's administrative structure, more staff training, expansion of the 
Information Technology Branch to include a greater role in planning, an 
evaluation of the cost-effectiveness of contract management, greater co-
ordination between community and custodial corrections and a review of 
workloads and work practices of community corrections staff. There had been 
some concern that in this area "supervision standards have dropped' (PSMC, 
1993, p.9). 
5.5 A Quantitative Evaluation of QCSC Performance 
Many of the objectives set out by the Commission in 1988 are qualitative in 
nature and as a result not easily evaluated. Indeed it is beyond the scope of 
this chapter to even attempt such an evaluation. The intention here is to use 
key indicators to undertake a quantitative evaluation of the Commission's 
perfonnance in meeting its stated objectives. These include such things as 
prisoner numbers, costs, imprisonment rates, staff training and community 
corrections. The period of examination is 1985 to 1996. Further, a 
comparison is made where possible with national trends over the same 
period. 
5.5.1 Prisoner Numbers 
Unless othenA/ise stated the figures are based on the number of inmates in 
prison on 30 June in the given year. The transient nature of the prison 
population makes a precise count difficult and any discrepancies which arise 
between the figures presented here and those given elsewhere will be due 
largely to different collections methods. For example it is also common 
practice to use daily averages. 
Tables 5.4 and 5.5 give the numbers of prisoners for Queensland and 
Australia between 1985 and 1996 as well as the percentage change. The 
Tables also show the cumulative percentage change on the 1985 figure. 
The financial year 1989/1990 was the QCSC's first full year of 
operation and Table 5.4 shows that the number of inmates was increasing 
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steadily in Queensland up to this time. The Table does'show however, that 
on a percentage basis the increase was beginning to slow with just a 0.4 per 
cent between 1988 and 1989. This of course was at the time when Kennedy 
was sounding the warning bells and the Commission was preparing to 
implement its policy of Increasing the use of community corrections while 
using prison as a last resort. This policy obviously had a profound effect 
during the early 1990s when prisoner numbers both male and female began 
to decline. This trend continued to 1992 with successive percentage falls of 
3.9 per cent, 8.8 per cent and 3.7 per cent for the years 1990, 1991, 1992. 
What is surprising, is the somewhat dramatic increase that took place in 1994. 
The increase of 20.5 per cent was not only the largest annual percentage 
increase of any year shown up to that year but exceeds the percentage 
increase for the whole of the first six year period (14.3 per cent). It is also 
noticeable that in 1996 there was another huge percentage increase (23.5 per 
cent) which for both males and females exceeded that of any other year 
shown. 
Table 5.4 
T 
Year 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
Source: bas 
he Annua 
Male 
1921 
2106 
2255 
2263 
2271 
2195 
2026 
1941 
1989 
2391 
2766 
3366 
ed on Aust 
Number of Prisoners in Queenslanc 
and Cumulative Percentage Chang 
inconSS 
9.6 
17.4 
17.8 
18.2 
14.3 
5.5 
1.0 
3.5 
24.5 
44.0 
75.2 
ralian Pris 
% 
4.3 
9.6 
7.1 
0.4 
0.4 
-3.3 
-7.7 
-4.2 
2.5 
20.2 
157 
217 
oners, AlC 
Female 
78 
78 
88 
111 
119 
101 
68 
76 
79 
100 
104 
172 
/ (various 
inc on 85 
0.0 
12.8 
42.3 
52.6 
29.5 
-12.8 
-2.6 
1.3 
28.2 
33.3 
120.5 
years) 
n 985-19J 
e in Num 
% 
9.5 
0.0 
12.8 
26.1 
7.2 
-15.1 
-32.7 
11.8 
3.9 
26.6 
4.0 
65.4 
)6and 
ber of Prisoners 
Total 
1999 
2184 
2343 
2374 
2390 
2296 
2094 
2017 
2068 
2491 
2870 
3538 
inc on 85 
9.3 
17.2 
18.8 
19.6 
14.9 
4.8 
0.9 
3.5 
24.6 
43.6 
77.0 
% 
6.3 
9.3 
73 
1.3 
07 
-3.9 
-8.8 
-3.7 
2.5 
20.5 
15.2 
23.3 
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Table 5.5 
Number of Prisoners and the Annual and Cumulative Percentage Change 
in Number of Prisoners in the Rest of Australia 1985-1996 
Year 
1985 
1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 
1991 
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
Source: bas 
Male 
8421 
8835 
9286 
9387 
10073 
11333 
12267 
12848 
13113 
13716 
13851 
13984 
>ed on Aust 
inc on 85 
4.9 
10.3 
11.5 
19.6 
34.6 
457 
52.6 
557 
62.9 
64.5 
66.1 
ralian Prisot 
% 
12.7 
4.9 
5.1 
1.1 
7.3 
12.5 
8.2 
47 
2.1 
4.6 
1.0 
1.0 
lers, AlC 
Female 
424 
476 
484 
540 
561 
676 
660 
684 
685 
737 
742 
801 
inc on 85 
12.3 
14.2 
27.4 
32.3 
59.4 
55.7 
61.3 
61.6 
73.8 
75.0 
88.9 
various years) 
% 
24.7 
12.3 
17 
11.6 
3.9 
20.5 
-2.4 
3.6 
0.1 
7.6 
0.7 
8.0 
Total 
8845 
9311 
9770 
9927 
10634 
12009 
12927 
13532 
13798 
14453 
14593 
14785 
inc on 85 
5.3 
10.5 
12.2 
20.2 
35.8 
46.2 
53.0 
56.0 
63.4 
65.0 
67.2 
% 
13.2 
5.3 
4.9 
1.6 
71 
12.9 
76 
47 
2.0 
4.7 
1.0 
1.3 
In his statement in the 1995 Annual Report (QCSC 1995) the Director 
General Keith Hamburger acknowledged the alarming increase laying the 
blame on "deep-seated problems in the community, "crime and social 
breakdown" and the widely held view of the citizens of Queensland that "the 
answer to crime lies In the criminal justice system and that somehow we can 
punish crime away (p.6). Hamburger saw this as "a false and dangerous 
vieW which will set Australia on "a path of social decay (p.6). Further, he 
suggested that crime causes fear and loathing and when highlighted by the 
media it leads to "the 'get tough' approach" with calls for "more police, longer 
sentences, harsher treatment of offenders' and even "capital punishment'. 
The suggestion here is that it is not so much a breakdown of community law 
and order but more a giving in to community and media pressure which has 
been responsible for the departure from the 'prison as a last resort' policy. In 
the 1996 Annual Report Keith Hamburger says in relation to these issues that 
"the comments I made in last year's report are still relevant today 
(QCSC,Annual Report 1996, p6) 
Tables 5.4 and 5.5 also show the cumulative percentage increase on 
the 1985 figure for Queensland and Australia. By and large the increase for 
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the rest of Australia is fairly constant throughout the whole period shown 
whereas that for Queensland is much more erratic. In 1990 there were 35.8 
per cent more inmates in prison in the rest of Australia than in 1985 while the 
corresponding figure for Queensland was 14.9 per cent. By 1992 the 
difference was even more marked, 0.9 per cent for Queensland compared to 
53 per cent for the remaining states. It is at this time that QCSC's apparent 
policy change becomes strongly evident. The slowing in the increase in the 
rest of Australia results in a 67.2 per cent increase in inmate numbers for the 
whole period shown compared to a 77 per cent increase for Queensland. 
The Australian increase largely emanates from the 'truth In sentencing' 
policy in New South Wales which was responsible for increases in the order of 
between 12 per cent and 20 per cent over the period of the late 1980s and 
early 1990s. Indeed by 1991 New South Wales had in excess of 47 per cent 
of all Australian prisoners (compared to 38 per cent in 1985). In the second 
six-year period the increases in Queensland were moving decidedly against 
the national trend. Again the fall for Australia may to some degree be 
accounted for by the substantial fall in New South Wales from 7485 inmates in 
1992 to a reported 6409 in 1994 representing a fall in these inmates as a 
percentage of Australian prisoners back to 41 per cent. 
The evidence from Queensland and the rest of Australia suggests a 
somewhat cyclical pattern of imprisonment increases. While the trend is, over 
time steadily upward there are years when prison populations fall. Whether 
this is due to policy changes or the availability of prison accommodation is 
unclear. It may well be that policy changes lead to prison overcrowding which 
in turn lead to prison expansion which then results in a temporary, 
stabilisation in inmate numbers. In New South Wales truth in sentencing 
unquestionably led to a rise in imprisonment rates which subsequently 
resulted in prison expansion. In Queensland, however, the increase in 
accommodation (new prisons at Lotus Glen, Arthur Gorrie, Borallon and soon 
Woodford plus extended accommodation at Sir David Longland and Borallon) 
appears to have preceded the expansion in inmate numbers. The question 
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arises as to whether the QCSC is acting with great foresight and attempting to 
avoid overcrowding or whether it is a matter of fully utilising existing capacity. 
Table 5.6 shows Queensland prisoners as a percentage of all 
Australian prisoners between 1985 and 1996. Not surprisingly the figures 
show a steady increase up to 1989 before beginning a steady decline. The 
turnaround for both male and female inmates came in 1994 and by 1996 the 
pre-1989 figures were once again evident (the fall for the years 1990 and 
1991 is also significant). There is also a suggestion in Table 5.6 that men are 
more likely to be imprisoned in Queensland than women when compared to 
the rest of Australia at least until 1996 (by comparison female prisoners as a 
percentage of Australian prisoners is consistently higher than for men in New 
South Wales). 
Table 5.6 
Queensland Prisoners as a Percentage 
of Australian Prisoners 1985-1996 
YEAR 
Male 
Female 
TOTAL 
YEAR 
Male 
Female 
TOTAL 
1985 
1921 
78 
1999 
1991 
26 
68 
2094 
1986 
2106 
78 
2186 
1992 
1941 
76 
2017 
1987 
2255 
88 
2434 
1993 
1989 
79 
2068 
1988 
2263 
111 
2374 
1994 
2391 
100 
2491 
1989 
2271 
119 
2390 
1995 
2766 
104 
2870 
1990 
2195 
101 
2296 
1996 
3366 
172 
3538 
Source: based on Tables 5.4 and 5.5 
Of course a rising prison population may merely reflect a rising total 
population and the use of imprisonment rates will confimn whether this is 
indeed the case. Imprisonment rates show the number of offences per 100 
000 of the adult or imprisonable population age calculated as: 
No. of Inmates/population aged 17 and over x 100 000 
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For Queensland and for Australia (including Queensland) these are shown in 
Tables 5.7.and 5.8. 
Table 5.7 
Imprisonment Rates (offences/100 000 adult population) 
YEAR 
Male 
Female 
TOTAL 
YEAR 
Male 
Female 
TOTAL 
1985 
221.6 
10.0 
132.1 
1991 
1837 
6.1 
92.4 
Queens 
1986 
238.5 
9.5 
120.5 
1992 
173.4 
67 
89.4 
and 1985-1996 
1987 
232.9 
8.8 
122.1 
1993 
165.3 
6.9 
88.0 
1988 
233.5 
11.4 
113.3 
1994 
201.1 
8.3 
104.0 
1989 
216.2 
11.3 
106.4 
1995 
227.0 
8.4 
122.4 
1990 
201.1 
9.3 
94.4 
1996 
272.3 
13.1 
141.8 
Source: Australian Prisoners (AlC) various years and ABS statistics. 
Table 5.8 
Imprisonment Rates (offences/100 GOD adult populat 
Australia, 1985-1996 
YEAR 
Male 
Female 
TOTAL 
YEAR 
Male 
Female 
TOTAL 
1985 
186.5 
10.1 
106.9 
1991 
221.4 
11.0 
115.1 
1986 
1977 
107 
110.0 
1992 
227.8 
11.4 
118.1 
1987 
194.5 
9.4 
101.0 
1993 
221.0 
11.5 
117.9 
1988 
196.8 
107 
102.8 
1994 
241.9 
12.2 
125.5 
1989 
197.8 
107 
103.3 
1995 
227.0 
10.8 
117.4 
ion) 
1990 
213.3 
12.0 
116.3 
1996 
234.5 
12.3 
121.9 
Source: Australian Prisoners (AlC) various years and ABS statistics. 
These figures confirm that the increasing inmate population in 
Queensland is not merely a result of a rising population. In fact, after a sharp 
fall in the imprisonment rate for both males and females in 1989 there is a 
fairly modest rise in 1993 but a much more dramatic increase in 1994, a trend 
which continues to 1996. 
To some degree Queensland policy appears to contradict that of other 
jurisdictions as indicated by national trends. When the national imprisonment 
rate rises the imprisonment rate in Queensland falls but the national rate 
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begins to fall quite dramatically In 1993 and 1994 despite the very significant 
rise in the Queensland rate. Interestingly the female imprisonment rate 
nationally seems to remain fairly stable over time. 
As previously mentioned Keith Hamburger suggested that the increase 
in inmate numbers in Queensland and as shown, also the imprisonment rate 
is a response to "crime and social breakdowri'. In other words it is being 
suggested that it is a response to a rising crime rate in Queensland. 
The crime rate is calculated on the basis of the number of offences per 
100 000 of the population. That is 
No of offences/population x 100 000 
The crime rates for Queensland are given in Table 5.11.1 and 5.11.2 
for the later years under review and show the growth in the absolute number 
of offences in three broad categories together with the percentage change for 
the period 1987 to 1994 in Queensland. The three broad categories have 
been aggregated as follows. 
1. Offences against the person: homicide, serious assault, 
minor assault, rape and attempted rape, other sexual 
offences, robbery, kidnapping and extortion. 
2. Offences against property: fraud and false pretences, 
unlawful use of motor vehicle, other stealing, breaking and 
entering, malicious damage and other offences. 
3. Other offences, receiving and unlawful possession, drug 
offences, good order offences, drink driving, other driving, 
and liquor offences. 
Category 3 consists of those offences which are detected (rather than 
reported) by police and in view of this a 100 per cent clearance rate is 
assumed. This figure was not available prior to 1987 hence the omission of 
the statistics for 1984, 1985 and 1986. 
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The only cleariy discernible trends revealed by Table 5.9 are that in 
general both in absolute terms and on a percentage basis crime in all three 
categories is increasing. 
Table 5.9 
Offences/100 000 Queensland Population 1 
YEAR 
Offences against person 
Offences/100 000 
Clearance rate (%) 
Offences against property 
Offences/100 000 
Clearance rate (%) 
Other offences 
Offences/100 000 
Clearance rate (%) 
All offences 
Offences/100 000 
Clearance rate (%) 
POPULATION 
YEAR 
Offences against person 
Offences/100 000 
Clearance rate (%) 
Offences against property 
Offences/100 000 
Clearance rate (%) 
Other offences 
Offences/100 000 
Clearance rate (%) 
All offences 
Offences/100 000 
Clearance rate (%) 
POPULATION 
1987 
10550 
394.1 
76.0 
142236 
53137 
33.5 
59826 
2235.0 
100 
212612 
7942.8 
54.3 
2676800 
1992 
19011 
627.3 
67.6 
213713 
7052.1 
22.1 
59229 
1954.4 
100 
291953 
9633.8 
40.8 
3030500 
1988 
13206 
482 
80.6 
153559 
5604.5 
35.4 
58525 
2136.0 
100 
225290 
8222.5 
54.8 
2739901 
1993 
22378 
719.0 
67.0 
226254 
7269 
23.1 
64766 
2080.8 
100 
313398 
100687 
42.1 
3112597 
1989 
13716 
484 
76.5 
153666 
5422 
327 
61227 
2160.4 
100 
228609 
8066.4 
53.4 
2834100 
1994 
24362 
762.6 
66.3 
238492 
7460 
21.9 
7222 
2259.2 
100 
331076 
10481.2 
42.0 
3196934 
987-1996 
1990 
15430 
530.8 
69.6 
178189 
6130.1 
26.5 
59040 
2031.1 
100 
252659 
8692.1 
46.4 
2906778 
1995* 
24534 
749.0 
60.0 
237222 
7238 
21.0 
77281 
2358.2 
100 
339037 
10345.6 
41.8 
3277100 
1991 
16919 
571.4 
67.7 
208786 
7051.3 
2207.0 
58133 
1963.3 
100 
331078 
10481.2 
42.0 
2960951 
1996 
26822 
798.0 
62.0 
250789 
7461 
22.0 
83270 
2482.2 
100 
360881 
10757.5 
43.0 
3547000 
* the increase in property crimes is less in this year and subsequent years 
due to changes in the reporting policies of banks on credit card fraud. 
Source: based on Queensland Police Department Statistical Review (various years) 
Also the population of Queensland is increasing at a fairiy steady annual rate 
of between 2 per cent and 3 per cent. After a very steep increase in the 
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number of offences against the person between 1987 arid 1988 there was a 
sharp decline between 1988 and 1989 after which the annual increase 
climbed to around 12 per cent. Whether this might be explained by a policy of 
leniency on the part of the criminal justice system as the imprisonment rate 
falls is a matter for conjecture. Similarly the question might be asked as to 
whether the rise in the imprisonment rate after 1993 is in response to the high 
percentage change in the crime rate in this category at this time. This group 
of criminal activity is one which is given considerable publicity in the media. 
The increase in property offences on the other hand, after slowing 
largely as a result of a change in statistical reporting in 1989 rises quite 
sharply up to 1991 before beginning to fall. It is not possible from the data to 
explain the trend but it is possible that the criminal justice system was 
beginning to become more severe in its treatment of this type of criminal 
activity after 1991. Of course an increase in the numbers imprisoned for 
property crime means a possible decrease in the number imprisoned for 
crimes against the person given limited prison accommodation. Due to 
inconsistencies in the categorisation of criminal offences it is difficult to verify 
this. However, figures produced by the Australian Institute of Criminology 
(1993) show an increase in the percentage of inmates imprisoned for property 
crimes up to 1990 after which the percentage fell from 32.8 per cent in 1990 
to 26.8 percent in 1992 in Queensland. Finally it is noticeable that the 
clearance rate for all categories (except "other' which is assumed to be 100 
per cent) declined over much of the period depicted but began to improve 
towards the end of the period. The increase shown for 1993 and 1994 can be 
largely attributed to the large percentage increase in other offences with a 
perfect clearance rate. The clearance rate is calculated as 
No. offences cleared/Total offences x 100 
5.5.2 Community Corrections 
A clear recommendation of the Kennedy Report reiterated in QCSC policy 
was to use prison as a last resort and community corrections as a preferred 
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option. Community corrections consists of programmes such as home 
detention, works release, probation and parole, community service and fine 
options. Trend figures should show an increase in the percentage of 
offenders under community supervision if this policy is being adhered to. 
Tables 5.10 and 5.11 show an aggregation of programmes for the years 1985 
to 1995. (As at 30/6 for each year). 
Table 5.10 
Number of Orders and Persons 1985-1989 
YEAR 
Number of orders 
Number of persons 
Number of custody 
Total persons 
%person in Comm supervision 
Orders/person 
Source: Annual Reports QCSC, a 
1985 
7546 
6879 
1999 
8878 
77.5 
1.1 
nd QCSC c 
1986 
7987 
6768 
2186 
8954 
75.6 
1.2 
ata 
1987 
8995 
7907 
2343 
10250 
77.1 
1.1 
1988 
9348 
8594 
2374 
10968 
81.6 
1.1 
1989 
1029 
9779 
2390 
12169 
80.4 
1.1 
Table 5.11 
Number of 
YEAR 
Number of orders 
Number of persons 
Number of custody 
Total persons 
%person in Comm supervision 
Orders/person 
Orders and Persons 199( 
1990 
12039 
N/A 
2296 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
1991 
14784 
N/A 
2094 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
1992 
17733 
13445 
2017 
15962 
87.4 
1.3 
3-1995 
1993 
18862 
15490 
2068 
17558 
771 
1.2 
1994 
18917 
14773 
2491 
17264 
81.6 
1.3 
1995 
21597 
15040 
2870 
17910 
84 
1.4 
Source: Annual Reports QCSC, QCSC data 
Due to the complexities of categorisation the figures in Tables 5.1 o and 
5.11 are best regarded as estimates. They do, however, adequately reflect 
the broad trends in the use of custodial and community corrections. Also, at 
the time of writing the number of persons under community corrections for two 
of the year's orders was unavailable. Much of the statistical evidence in the 
Tables supports the stated policy of the QCSC in shifting the burden of 
corrections away from imprisonment towards community corrections. This 
process it appears was under way prior to 1989 but did accelerate sharply 
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after this year. Between 1985 and 1989 there were increases in all corrections 
categories, that is, the number of orders, number of persons under orders and 
the numbers of inmates in custody. The percentage increase In the number 
of persons under community corrections orders is 42.1 per cent compared to 
only an 18.7 per cent increase in custodial inmates. This accounts for the rise 
in the percentage of inmates in "QCSC card' who are being supervised in the 
community. 
The Tables show that this trend continues but at a faster pace up to 
1993 after which there is a reversal. The percentage increase in the numbers 
imprisoned is greater than those receiving orders hence the percentage of 
QCSC supervisees in community corrections begins to fall. This lends 
support to what has previously been discussed and appears to represent a 
turnabout in QCSC policy, interestingly the number of orders per offender 
increased steadily after 1989. 
5.5.3 Expenditures - Custodial Corrections 
An important concern of the Kennedy Review was that of the cost of custodial 
corrections. He was concerned not only in regard to the level of expenditure 
but saw a need to increase it along with efficiency and this was one reason for 
the recommendation that the private sector become more involved in the 
delivery of corrective services. Kennedy showed the costs of corrective 
services in Queensland as is shown in Table 5.12. 
In particular, Kennedy drew attention to the fact that in real temns 
although both nominal and real expenditures were growing the expenditure 
per inmate for both custodial corrections and community corrections was 
falling. The implication by Kennedy was that standards in the delivery of 
corrective services would also be falling. "Expenditure per prisoner' says 
Kennedy "has been falling steadily for some years In real terms. It Is now (in 
1988) some 13 per cent to 14 per cent lower than four years ago" and "the 
level of expenditure staried from a very low base compared with what is 
reasonable" (Kennedy, 1988, p.22). While Kennedy saw a need to increase 
expenditure on corrective services he was also mindful of the fact that this 
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must be related to efficiency gains in order to maximise the value of each 
dollar spent. Hence, the recommendation, as previously mentioned, that 
competition be introduced in the fonn of private sector involvement. 
Table 5.12 
The Cost of Corrective Services Queensland 1984-1988 
FINANCIA 
Custodial Corrections 
Number of inmates 
Current prices 
Total costs 
Constant 87/88 prices 
Total costs 
Cost/prisoner 
83/84 
1781 
33931 
43858 
24.6 
LYEAR($'000) 
84/85 
1940 
36706 
44946 
23.2 
85/86 
2066 
40738 
46744 
22.6 
86/87 
2247 
45919 
43973 
21.8 
87/88 
2308 
48829 
48829 
21.2 
Community Corrections 
Number of offenders 
Current prices 
Total costs 
Constant 87/88 prices 
Total costs 
Cost/case supervised 
5177 
2819 
3644 
0.7 
7639 
3536 
4330 
0.57 
7633 
3958 
4542 
0.6 
8658 
4537 
4839 
0.56 
9214 
4839 
4839 
0.53 
Total Corrections 
Constant 87/88 prices 
Total costs 
Cost/head 
47502 
19.1 
49276 
19.5 
51286 
19.9 
53812 
20.5 
53668 
20.0 
Source: Kennedy, 1988, p.22 
Table 5.13 gives the nominal and real expenditure figures for both custodial 
and community corrections for the years 1989/90 to 1994/95. In the Table 
nominal costs have been converted into real costs using the CPI as a deflator. 
The base year is 1988/9. Interestingly, as far as custodial corrections are 
concerned after an increase in real costs per inmate in the early years of the 
QCSC administration these begin to decline quite dramatically. In fact 
between 1990/91 and 1994/5 the fall In real costs is in excess of 30 per cent. 
It should be pointed out however, that the number of inmates is recorded on 
30th June for each year and may have been steadily increasing throughout 
that year. The implication here is that for some inmates (those responsible for 
the increase) expenditures may not be for a full financial year. This is also 
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true of Kennedy's figures in Table 5.12. The interesting point here is that 
Kennedy was alamned by the fall in expenditures implying that there was also 
a corresponding fall in service delivery. Hopefully, in this case it is more due 
to an increase in efficiency pertiaps resulting from the introduction of private 
sector competition at Borallon and Arthur Gorrie. On the other hand it may be 
the result of new lower maintenance institutions or merely economies of scale 
as the correctional system begins to expand. This latter point, however, does 
not explain why costs would fall together with a fall in the number of inmates 
between 1991 and 1992. 
Table 5.13 
The Cost of Corrective Services Queensland 1989/90 to 1994/1995 
Financial Year ($'000) 
Custodial Corrections 
Number of inmates 
Nominal costs ('000) 
Real costs ('000) 
Real cost/Inmate ($) 
89/90 
2296 
83321 
83321 
36290 
90/91 
2094 
93237 
88544 
42285 
91/92 
2017 
82147 
76558 
37956 
92/93 
2068 
82369 
75986 
30744 
93/94 
2491 
84366 
76488 
30706 
94/95 
2870 
94940 
83354 
29043 
Community Corrections 
Number of offenders 
Nominal costs ('000) 
Real costs ('000) 
Real cost/offender ($) 
Total Corrections 
(persons) 
Total real cost ('000) 
Real cost/offender ($) 
* estimated from Table 5.11 
10469* 
8505 
8505 
812 
12765 
91826 
7194 
-for 1990 No 
12320* 
12098 
11489 
932 
14414 
100033 
6940 
of orders/1. 
13945 
14613 
13619 
977 
15962 
90177 
5649 
15, for 1991 
15490 
16322 
15057 
972 
17558 
91043 
5185 
No. of ord 
14773 
16508 
14966 
1013 
17364 
91454 
5297 
ers/1.2 
15040 
18169 
15952 
1061 
17910 
99306 
5545 
Source: based on QCSC Annual Reports 
For community corrections the number of offenders rose steadily up to 
1992/3 before beginning to fall slightly. This change corresponds with the rise 
in the prison population and suggests something of a reversal of the 'prison as 
a last resort' and community corrections as 'the preferred option' policy. The 
real cost/offender rises steadily over the whole period shown with a total 
percentage increase of slightly in excess of 30 per cent. 
Table 5.14 shows custodial expenditures as a percentage of total 
expenditures and custodial inmates as a percentage of total offenders. The 
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Table emphasises the very high cost of custodial corrections when compared 
to community corrections. In 1989/90 for example over 90 per cent of QCSC 
expenditures was devoted to the 18.0 per cent of offenders who were kept in 
custody. The shift away from the use of imprisonment is shown by the decline 
both in the percentage of inmates in custody and the percentage of QCSC 
expenditures directed towards them. As might be expected the trend 
reverses in 1993/4. 
Table 5.14 
Custodial Expenditures as a Percentage of Total Expenditure 
YEAR 
Custodial inmates as % of total 
Custodial expend as % of total 
Source: based on Table 5.13 
89/90 
18 
90.7 
90/91 
14.5 
88.5 
91/92 
12.6 
84.9 
92/93 
11.8 
83.5 
93/94 
14.4 
83.6 
94/95 
16 
83.9 
5.5.4 Aboriginal Imprisonment 
To Kennedy's surprise it was not until 1988 that data were collected on the 
number of Aborigines in Queensland prisons. However, he was alamned at 
"the very high levels of Aborigines in the prison systeni' (Kennedy, 1988. 
P.26). The first annual report to give the actual numbers was for 1989/90 and 
in that report as in the previous one Keith Hamburger draws attention to "the 
disproporiionate representation of Aboriginal people In correctional centreS' 
which he says is being reduced and will continue to be. Table 5.15 gives the 
number of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander inmates and as a percentage 
of the total inmate population in Queensland for the years 1990 to 1996. 
Table 5.15 
YEAR 
Number of ATSt inmates 
% of total 
Number of non-aboriginal 
1990 
422 
18.4 
1874 
1991 
346 
16.5 
1750 
1992 
345 
171 
1672 
1993 
427 
20.6 
1641 
1994 
554 
22.2 
1937 
1995 
638 
22.2 
2232 
1996 
805 
22.8 
2733 
Source: based on QCSC Annual Reports 
The figures in Table 5.15 show that after starting out with good 
intentions with both the absolute number and the percentage of Aboriginal 
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and Torres Strait Islander inmates falling the turnaround comes in 1992 when 
the trend is reversed. This disappointing trend is accentuated by the fact that 
the increase over the whole period shown is 51.2 per cent for Aborigines and 
19.1 per cent for non-Aborigines. Between 1992 and 1996 for Aboriginals the 
increase is 133.3 per cent compared to non-Aboriginals where it is 63.5 per 
cent. This pattern directly contradicts both the recommendations of Kennedy 
and the stated policy of the QCSC at the beginning of its administration and 
subsequently. According to the Annual report for its first full year 1989/90 the 
Commission aimed to have by 1993 a reduction in "the percentage of 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander prisoners from 20 per cent to 10 per cent 
of the total prison populatlori' (p.11). It is reported that the fall in this year was 
from 20 per cent to 18.6 per cent. 
5.6 Conclusion 
There is little doubt that the Kennedy Report represents a major milestone in 
the administration of corrective services in Queensland. Kennedy led the 
Commission of Enquiry it appears with both enthusiasm and sincerity. His 
recommendations were made swiftly and with great decisiveness and they 
were readily accepted by the government of the day. This chapter shows that 
in the early years of the Queensland Corrective Services Commission major 
reforms were successfully undertaken. In particular there was, from a cost 
and perhaps humanitarian viewpoint, an encouraging shift away from 
custodial corrections towards community corrections. Disappointingly perhaps 
this trend appears to have been reversed although interestingly per inmate 
costs in custodial centres are in general falling in real terms as the prison 
population increases. The wisdom of this policy, however, might be 
questioned if the cost reduction merely permits an expansion in the inmate 
population rather than an actual saving in cost to the taxpayer. 
The cause of the increase in inmate numbers is difficult to determine. 
While the QCSC has the power to control the 'stock' of inmates the length of 
the custodial sentence received is a result of sentencing policy determined by 
the law courts. The QCSC does, however, decide within certain limits when 
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prisoners are released. Another factor which may account for the increase is 
the recent expansion of prison accommodation. New gaols at Borallon, Arthur 
Gorrie, Sir David Longland, Lotus Glen and soon Woodford with extensions at 
Townsville and Sir David Longland have increased capacity and it may be that 
magistrates are conscious of the availability of accommodation and take this 
into account when giving custodial sentences. It is unlikely that prison 
populations would be pemiitted to fluctuate greatly from year to year since this 
by necessity would require fluctuations in staffing levels. In a highly unionised 
industry such as the corrective services industry this would be difficult to 
achieve. Falling unit costs, however, do as mentioned previously, enable 
more inmates to be imprisoned at the same total cost. 
Fluctuations in imprisonment rates, the study suggests, do not appear 
to be influenced by or to influence crime rates even when offence types are 
disaggregated. This finding is disappointing if imprisonment is intended to act 
as a deterrent to criminal activity. While Chapter 2 provides some support for 
deterrence theories the statistics in this Chapter indicate that the evidence in 
Queensland is mixed and on the basis of this data it is difficult to establish a 
relationship which is conclusive. In New South Wales the reversal in the trend 
towards higher imprisonment rates does not appear to have been 
accompanied by rapidly rising crime rates and Victoria which has had a 
consistently low imprisonment rate is not noted for an unusually high level of 
criminal activity. It may well be that the major functions of prisons in 
Queensland are viewed as that of public appeasement and retribution. There 
is rarely an outcry against harsh sentencing but quite frequently this is true of 
lenient sentencing. 
The other disappointing trend to emerge from this study is the increase 
in the number of Aboriginal inmates both in absolute terms and as a 
percentage of the prison population. In 1995 22.2 per cent of the prison 
population was Aboriginal or from the Torres Strait Islands. The fact that this 
group represents around 2.4 per cent of the Queensland population cleariy 
demonstrates that this is a problem which urgently needs to be addressed. 
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CHAPTER 6 
Prison Privatisation in Queensland: 
Costs and Accountability in the Delivery of Corrective 
Services 
6.1 Introduction 
An important recommendation of the Kennedy Report was that there was 
ample scope for the participation of the private sector in the provision of 
corrective services. As a result Queensland's first fully privatised prison 
became operational in January 1990 under contract to Corrections 
Corporation of Australia. The major reason for this was to attempt to reduce 
alleged public sector bureaucratic complexities and to increase the efficiency 
of the delivery of corrective services. 
This chapter examines the major current issues in prison privatisation 
before comparing two Queensland prisons of similar security status, one 
public (Wacol) and one private (Borallon) in terms of the nature of the inmate 
population in order to determine whether either has a cost advantage. The 
chapter uses actual cost data and suggests reasons for the differences. 
6.2 Towards Prison Privatisation 
The establishment of Australia's first fully privatised prison at Borallon in 1990 
was preceded by vigorous debate. The idea, although there already existed 
models in the USA, was first seriously mooted in Australia by Jim Kennedy, 
commissioned in 1988 to investigate what was considered to be at the time 
the unsatisfactory state of the Queensland prison system. The correctional 
system of Queensland was said to be archaic, prisons were overcrowded, had 
high staff/inmate ratios making them operationally expensive and drug abuse 
and corruption were not uncommon. In addition there appeared to be very 
little attempt at rehabilitation aimed at recidivism reduction. Not only was the 
prison population of Queensland growing at a rapid rate (an almost 30 per 
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cent increase between 1984 and 1988) but the cost of incarceration was also 
escalating. In an attempt to remedy this Kennedy was required to look at all 
aspects of the organisation, administration and operation of the Queensland 
prison system and in particular the efficiency, management and design of 
prisons, the future direction of corrective services, the recruitment, training, 
development and promotion of prison officers, and the services to and welfare 
of prisoners. What Kennedy found was indeed a correctional system which 
was outmoded, inefficient, and inhumane and which offered no real corrective 
programmes of any kind (see Chapter 5). 
Among his recommendations for the reform of the prison system in 
Queensland documented in the Final Report of the Commission of Review 
into Corrective Services in Queensland (1988) was increased participation of 
the private sector in corrections. In this report Kennedy states 'The concept 
of the Crown providing all corrective services in Queensland is neither cost 
efficient nor sound' (Kennedy, 1988, p.ii). He suggested that Borallon 
Correctional Centre, at the time still under construction, be contracted out. It 
was perhaps not surprising that Kennedy, a successful businessman should 
make such a recommendation implying a strong belief in the efficacy and 
efficiency of the private sector during a period of economic rationalism and 
free market revivalism. Undoubtedly the notion was based on cost 
considerations and the frequently levelled accusation of operational 
inefficiency. 
6.3 Issues in the Privatisation of Prisons 
Private sector involvement in corrections was not new, however. It had 
existed in various fomns throughout history. The eighteenth century prisons of 
England had been operated for profit and inmates were required to pay for 
their lodgings the quality of which varied according to the amount paid and the 
character of the prison warden. Not surprisingly tales of torture, corruption 
and inhumanity abound. Although the system began to disintegrate after 
John Howard set off on his journey throughout Britain and Europe to 
investigate the State of the Prisons (1777) it nevertheless continued to exist in 
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various fomns throughout the succeeding centuries. Transported convicts to 
the colonies of America were often hired out to private entrepreneurs to work 
on plantations as well as in factories. In Australia assigned convicts were 
used by the early settlers. Again the quality of conditions depended upon the 
clemency of the employer and with little supervision abuses were not 
uncommon. This fonn of private sector involvement in prisons is said to have 
survived in the US until 1960 (cf Brown, 1993) and interestingly was 
discontinued on the grounds of the harsh conditions under which inmates 
were managed. This also appears to be true of the eariier fonns of private 
control such as the contracting out of labour in the colonies and the eariy 
privately run prisons of Britain. As will be seen this remains an important 
moral issue in the privatisation debate. 
The revival of privatisation was not long in coming. In 1975 as reported 
by Brown (1993) the RCA Service Company was awarded a contract in 
Pennsylvania to run a prison provided for young offenders. Since this time 
other corporations such as Corrections Corporation of America and Pricor 
have joined the industry in the USA although making a relatively minor 
contribution to the total management of corrective services in that country. 
Botsman (1989) reports that "of the 700 State and Federal prisons only seven 
are under contract to private firmS' and " of the thousands of US city and 
country gaols only 12 are private" (p.5). Harding (1992) puts the figure at 2 
per cent of the prison population of the USA in 1990. Interestingly by 
comparison, Queensland's two privatised gaols, Arthur Gorrie and Borallon 
hold in excess of 25 per cent of all Queensland's prisoners. 
In Australia, although privatisation had been discussed in New South 
Wales, it was Queensland, which took the plunge. The National Party 
Govemment announced in 1988 that Borallon would be Australia's first 
privately run prison and invited tenders for its operation. The successful bid 
was submitted by Corrections Corporation of Australia which was awarded a 
three year contract renewable for a further two years and which has since 
been renewed for an additional five years. 
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It was hardly surprising that there was a considerable degree of protest 
at such a seemingly radical policy decision not least of all from the 
Queensland Labour Party, then in opposition. Indeed Brown (1993) reports 
that Wayne Goss (then opposition leader) stated that "the Goss Govemment 
will move to end the privatisation of Borallon...there will be no renewal of the 
contract or extension of the experiment' (p. 12). Needless to say, this did not 
happen and in fact the "experiment' has since been extended to include 
Arthur Gorrie, more than doubling the number of inmates under private sector 
supervision. 
Wayne Goss was not alone in his scepticism which centred largely on 
the moral issue of prisons, profits and their compatibility. Critics of 
privatisation point to the abuses which led to the increasing responsibility for 
corrective services by the state in nineteenth and twentieth century England. 
A system of state responsibility for all areas of community protection has 
steadily evolved throughout history. This applies in particular to defence 
forces, police, the courts and hitherto the penal system. Even staunch 
proponents of the free market such as Friedman acknowledge the intervention 
of the state in the law and order arena. Can the private sector guarantee the 
maintenance of human rights, which is so strongly and publicly demanded of 
state authorities? Paul Wilson (1989), for example, would argue that "the 
authority to govern behind bars, to deprive citizens of their liberty and to 
coerce them, must remain in the hands of government authorities. Prisons, 
together with law enforcement, the couris and the criminal justice system 
generally must, both symbolically and in reality, reflect the inherently public 
nature of crime and punishment' (p.34). 
The profit motive itself raises important questions. A basic argument is 
that where private contracting takes place the generation of a profit is 
paramount and this should be maximised. As a result the welfare of the 
human being may take second place. This may be particularly true where 
individuals have limited political rights and are deprived of the freedom of 
movement. The very nature of the system makes them vulnerable to abuse. 
Further, there may arise a conflict between the aim of society to reduce the 
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prison population and the desire of private contractors to do the opposite if 
greater prisoner numbers and longer sentence lengths generate more profit. 
Concems might also be raised over the right of one individual in society 
to exercise a legally constituted power of coercion over another individual in a 
private sector setting. Prison officers do, after all, have considerable 
discretionary powers to administer punishment within prisons and again this is 
a function which has in the main been a public responsibility rather than one 
which is delegated to the private sector. It is, for example, difficult to imagine 
a privately operated judicial system which imposes sentences and makes 
important decisions with regard to the deprivation of the liberty of the country's 
citizens. 
Brown (1993) quoting Donahue (1989) suggests that the system may 
even lead to corrupt practices where "decisions relating to clarification, 
remission, parole and early release (p.4)" are concerned. Donahue (1989) 
puts fon/vard the view that profit seeking prison managers may be tempted to 
release prisoners who are expensive by virtue of the fact that they are 
"troublesome, dangerous or sickly while "holding on to the more profitable 
inmateS' {p.^7e). 
This introduces another problem. That is, that private prisons may 
have the opportunity to select "the less troublesome, less dangerous or less 
sickly inmates which are less costly and therefore more profitable. This 
leaves the expensive inmates in the care of the state thereby raising per 
capita costs while allowing the private prisons to increase their profitability. 
Finally, where different organisations are responsible for prisons there may 
develop significant variations in standards such that "the severity of sentence 
could hinge on who the contractors are" (Morrissey 1989, p.1). 
Moral issues aside there also remains the problem of accountability. 
State authorities established under democratic legal process are publicly 
accountable, private authorities are accountable to their shareholders. A 
major concern here is the question of public access to infonnation on costs, 
conditions and human rights. As suggested by Morgan (1989) "There is the 
potential to remove corrections from the public arena entirely through 
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confidentiality provisions applying to commercial contracts' (p.7). While 
consultants Kleinwort Benson, in a report commissioned by the NSW 
government state that "there appears to be no difference between a 
government fulfilling its obligation through the use of government employees 
or through a private contractor' (Directions in Govemment, 1990, p 20). Many 
other observers do see problems with this. For one, it is suggested that the 
process removes an important link in the chain of command and therefore 
responsibility. "In a public authority an elected official bears ultimate 
responsibility for the actions of employees within a pariicular depariment. For 
a private contractor however no such direct linkage exists. A legal barrier 
divides the governing entity and private correctional firms..." (McDonald, 1990, 
p. 188 as quoted by Brown, 1993, p.10). The question arises as to where the 
buck stops in such a contractual agreement. Finally, since the contractor is 
an agent appointed by the government the question must be asked as to what 
extent the government is likely to be responsive to requests for an enquiry into 
the activities of this agent which it has previously endorsed. 
Proponents of prison privatisation argue that accountability problems 
and those arising from moral issues can largely be overcome by effective 
monitoring. Kleinwort Benson say that "The onus is on government to 
establish minimum standards and to develop an effective system to monitor 
periormance..."[Directions in Government, 1990, p.20). This is obviously not 
as easy to achieve as it is to recommend given the highly qualitative nature of 
prison output. It may also prove to be a very costly and time-consuming 
process. 
The main argument used in favour of contracting out is that of cost 
efficiency gains. It is widely believed, and the recent wave of privatisation in 
Australia appears to support this view, that the private sector can produce 
goods and services more efficiently than the public sector. Kleinwort Benson 
suggest that "private sector involvement in the prison system would result in 
lower operating costs, access to new sources of capital' as well as "releasing 
funds from the government's capital budget for other useS' (Directions in 
Government, 1990). In addition to saving on operational costs it was believed 
133 
by Kennedy (1988) that privately - operated prisons offered the opportunity to 
solve staffing problems, improve career prospects for officers and create a 
competitive system which allows cost comparisons with public sector 
services. 
Primarily, cost savings would be achieved by reducing the bureaucratic 
complexities and cutting through the red tape commonly associated with 
public enterprises. Some argue, however, that the very existence of such 
bureaucratic complexities provides effective safeguards to human rights and 
dignities in an otherwise oppressive institutional setting. Further, if cost 
cutting exercises involve reductions in staffing as is likely where salaries 
represent around 75 per cent of recurrent costs this could result in increasing 
electronic surveillance and a reduction in human contact and increasing 
psychological deprivation. That this is undesirable is suggested by the 
closure of Katingal in Sydney and Jaika Jaika in Melbourne both high security 
wings and considered to be inhumane to the extent that contact was 
minimised between officers and inmates as well as between the inmates 
themselves. Cost cutting where salaries are concerned may also result in a 
deterioration in working conditions and therefore staff morale. 
While the supposedly superior efficiency of the private sector may 
make government allocated resources go further considerable faith has been 
placed in the ability of contractors to transform prison industry into substantial 
profit generating enterprises. Indeed, it may well be that given improved 
managerial and marketing practice directed by personnel with business 
experience revenue would increase. Also, private prison operators may be 
better placed to secure contracts with other enterprises in the market place. 
Some problems inherent in prison industry are, however, unlikely to 
disappear. In particular the quality of labour is not likely to improve greatly 
over time nor will the problem of high labour turnover. The stigma attached to 
the purchase of prison produced goods may also be difficult to eradicate as 
will the accusation of sales and job losses on the outside which allegedly 
eventuate from unfair competition. Marie Dayton (1989), though makes the 
point that "as most privately run prisons are minimum or medium security 
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institutions prisoners can be employed full-time on award wages, enabling 
them to pay toward the cost of their own incarceratiori' (p.3). If this did 
become practice it would go some way towards reducing private sector 
opposition to prison industry operations. Despite this, it seems unlikely that 
prison enterprise will ever perform the miracles expected of it whether 
privately or publicly managed. 
Hopes for efficiency gains are to some extent pinned on the belief that 
they are promoted by greater market place competition. To some extent this 
may be true particularly where interested parties are required to make 
competitive bids. It has been suggested though that contractors are not 
beyond entering unrealistic bids in order to secure a contract only to find costs 
rapidly escalating to a more realistic level in subsequent years. Further, given 
the limited number of prisons in Australia and the limited number of 
experienced operators it may well happen that the 'prison business' tends 
more towards an oligopolistic or even monopolistic fomn of market structure. 
There would under those circumstances be no guarantee of operational cost 
reductions. Further, there may be concerns as to the nature of ownership. 
Prison managers in corporations substantially foreign owned might implement 
policies which are inconsistent with Australian correctional practices. 
In spite of the criticism Kennedy and the Queensland government felt it 
was worth experimenting with. Since Borallon was a new prison and had not 
been staffed it was felt that an ideal opportunity presented itself for finding out, 
as Keith Hamburger, Director General of the QCSC put it "if the proposal is 
feasible". In any event, the contract was awarded to Corrections Corporation 
of Australia and the first inmates were admitted to Australia's first private gaol 
in January of 1990. 
6.4 Private vs Public Prisons - Wacol and Borallon Correctional 
Centres 
The intention of this chapter is not to make judgements with regard to the 
moral issues attached to prison privatisation. Rather, it attempts to take a 
more objective stance by comparing data on two Queensland prisons, one 
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private, one public, which are similar in temns of their security ratings, 
industrial output and inmate numbers. It may thus be possible to draw some 
conclusions with respect to cost comparisons, efficiency and accountability 
within the two sectors. This comparison is made between: 
Borallon Correctional Centre, located 60km west of Brisbane was opened in 
January 1990 and was designed to hold around 240 male medium security 
prisoners. Its industries include a laundry, a woodwork shop and a metalwork 
shop. 
Wacol Correctional Centre was opened in 1957. Located 18 kms south west 
of Brisbane it can accommodate around 278 male prisoners. It is a medium 
security institution and its industries include bookbinding and printing, leather 
and upholstery, carpentry, dairy, metalwork shop, paintshop and a nursery. 
It has been suggested that one of the reasons why a privately operated 
prison may be operationally cheaper than a public prison is that they are able 
to be more selective in their inmate admissions. That is to say they are able 
to 'cream' off the less risky inmates which will necessarily reduce their 
custodial expenditures. Indeed, it is true of Borallon that included in the CCA 
contract were provisions for the exclusion of certain classes of medium 
security inmates. This includes, for example, prisoners who have attempted to 
escape in the preceding 12 months, inmates who have breaches of a serious 
or violent nature in the preceding 12 months, prisoners with demonstrated 
emotional behavioural disturbance, inmates who have taken a hostage or are 
protection or high risk prisoners and even those with communicable diseases 
(Moyle, 1993). In short this group represents those on whom vigilant 
supervision must be imposed. On a cost basis this undoubtedly gives 
Borallon a head start if these exclusions are adhered to. 
The following tables provide a comparison of the characteristics of the 
inmates in both Wacol and Borallon on 1 July 1993. On this date Borallon had 
235 inmates while Wacol had 232. 
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6.4.1 Age 
Given the preponderance of inmates in almost any prison system to come 
from the younger sections of the population it might be expected that these 
groups represent higher risk categories of prisoners. That is to say, it is this 
group which is more likely to re-offend, perhaps more likely to attempt escape 
and perhaps more likely to commit breaches within system. If this were the 
case then it would also be expected that for younger inmates more intensive 
custodial supervision is required. This necessarily impacts on recurrent costs 
since greater total salary payments must be met. Inmates in older age groups 
may, by virtue of their maturity, or because they have come to terms with the 
prison system or because they are concluding a lengthy sentence may well be 
less inclined to behave in a disorderly or anti-establishment fashion. 
Table 6.1 provides an inmate age comparison between Wacol and 
Borallon. If it were true that age and cost have an inverse relationship then 
this would give Borallon a slight cost advantage. The difference is most 
noticeable in the under 25 age group where Wacol has 35.4 per cent of its 
inmates compared to 29.0 per cent for Borallon. Interestingly the average age 
of inmates is almost identical. 
Table 6.1 
Inmate Population by Age 
Age 
under 20 
20-24 
25-29 
30-34 
35-39 
40+ 
TOTAL 
BORALLON 
No 
18 
50 
52 
43 
29 
43 
235 
% 
7.7 
21.3 
22.1 
18.3 
12.3 
18.3 
100 
Cumulative % 
77 
29.0 
51.1 
69.4 
817 
100.0 
No 
18 
64 
45 
32 
27 
46 
232 
WACOL 
% 
78 
27.6 
19.4 
13.8 
11.6 
19.8 
100 
Cumulative % 
7.8 
35.4 
54.8 
68.6 
80.2 
100.0 
Source: based on QCSC data 
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6.4.2 Marital Status 
Criminologists have frequently pointed to family background as an important 
factor affecting the decision to commit a crime (Dilulio, 1996, for example). It 
has been suggested that instability in the nuclear family is common amongst 
the prison population. Unfortunately, data on family background are not easily 
attainable but it may be possible to use marital status and number of children 
as an indicator of inmate responsibility. More precisely it might be expected 
that inmates who are married or who have children or both enjoy the support 
during their sentence of those with whom they have close emotional ties. 
There may be a greater incentive for them to progress through their sentence 
with a minimum of institutional friction. Further, they may undertake education 
programmes or higher paid industrial work in order that they can contribute 
towards their families in a monetary fashion while incarcerated and by being 
better prepared for employment when released. Again, if this is the case 
custodial costs may be reduced where inmates are more inclined to accept 
the sentence given. More frequent visits and telephone contact is likely to 
have a positive effect on inmate behaviour. 
Tables 6.2 and 6.3 provide a comparison of the family status of 
inmates at Wacol and Borallon. 
Table 6.2 
Family Status of Inmates 
Marital Status 
Married 
De Facto 
Widowed 
Divorced 
Separated 
Never Married 
Unknown 
TOTAL 
BORALLON 
No 
31 
36 
3 
21 
7 
137 
235 
% 
13.2 
15.3 
1.3 
8.9 
3.0 
58.3 
100.0 
WACOL 
No 
28 
40 
7 
16 
13 
127 
1 
232 
% 
12.0 
17.4 
3.0 
6.9 
5.6 
54.7 
0.4 
100.0 
Source: based on QCSC data 
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Table 6.3 
Number of Children of Inmates 
No. of Children 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
i 
7 
TOTAL 
BORALLON 
No 
156 
38 
25 
9 
4 
2 
0 
1 
235 
% 
66.4 
16.2 
10.6 
3.8 
17 
0.9 
0 
0.4 
100 
WACOL 
No 
153 
36 
26 
6 
5 
3 
2 
1 
232 
% 
65.9 
15.5 
11.2 
2.6 
2.2 
1.3 
0.9 
0.4 
100 
Source: based on QCSC data 
When family background is compared the two prisons show remarkable 
similarities. If the inmates are divided into two groups, those that were in a 
relationship when admitted to custody (married or de facto) and those who 
apparently had no long temn relationship (divorced, separated or never 
married) for Borallon the percentages are 28.5 and 70.2 respectively and for 
Wacol 29.4 and 67.2. This grouping should however, be treated with some 
caution particulariy in relation to the never married category since the younger 
members of this group may still receive emotional support from parents, 
grandparents and siblings 
Similarity is also an obvious feature when a comparison of the number 
of children is made. In both cases the largest percentage of inmates had no 
children, which is not surprising when the age and marital status of the 
inmates is considered. For Borallon 66.4 per cent of inmates had no children 
compared to 65.9 per cent for Wacol. The average number of children per 
inmate was 0.6 for Borallon and 0.7 for Wacol. 
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6.4.3 Ethnic Origin 
Table 6.4 compares the ethnic origin of inmates of Borallon and Wacol in 
aggregated groups. 
Et 
ETHNIC ORIGIN 
Non Enqlish Speaking 
Europe 
Asia 
Other 
Unknown 
Enqlish Speakinq 
White Australian 
Aboriginal + Torres Strait 
NZ 
Other 
TOTAL 
Table 6.4 
hnic Origin of Inmates 
BORALLON 
No 
15 
8 
S 
1 
150 
29 
Ifl 
14 
235 
% 
6.4 
3.4 
3.4 
0.4 
63.8 
12.3 
4.3 
6.0 
100 
WACOL 
No 
5 
0 
3 
7 
147 
48 
13 
9 
232 
% 
2.1 
0 
1.3 
3.0 
63.4 
20.7 
5.6 
3.9 
100 
Source: based on QCSC data 
The ethnic origin of inmates has resource implications in that cultural 
diversity implies that a greater diversity of programmes needs to be offered in 
order to cater for varying cultural requirements. More specifically, more 
resources need to be diverted towards English language programmes and 
those such as the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander programmes. In 
addition greater ethnic variation may lead to racial conflict the containment of 
which could require a special focus. At Sir David Longland Correctional 
Centre for example where a unit management system is employed inmates 
are given an element of choice in regard to the unit in which they are 
accommodated. This choice can be influenced by their ethnic origin. In short. 
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it may be the case that greater ethnic diversity imposes a greater financial 
burden. 
When the figures are disaggregated beyond the level shown in Table 
5.3 Borallon is shown to have 19 different cultural groups compared to 15 for 
Wacol. While the Table shows white Australians to form approximately the 
same percentages in each case Borallon is shown to have a greater 
proportion of non native English speaking inmates than Wacol. Wacol on the 
other hand, has a higher percentage of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
inmates than Borallon. In total Wacol has 24.1 per cent of its inmate 
population which may require special programmes compared to 25.5 per cent 
at Borallon. It is both interesting and alamning to note that 20.7 per cent and 
12.3 per cent of inmates are Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders in Wacol 
and Borallon respectively. This group forms around 2.4 per cent of 
Queensland's population. 
6.4.4 Educational Level 
Educational level is important in affecting costs in two main ways. Firstly, 
where literacy levels are low there will be a need to allocate resources 
towards intensive numeracy and literacy programmes. Secondly, productivity 
levels will be lower where educational levels are low. This will affect industrial 
output and therefore revenue potential. This of course assumes a positive 
relationship between educational level and productivity. 
Table 6.5 shows that there are no significant differences between the 
educational levels of inmates at Borallon and Wacol. Nor does any significant 
difference emerge when average years of schooling are taken into account. 
For Borallon this figure is 9.3 years per inmate and 9.5 years per inmate if 
tertiary education is included. At Wacol the figures are 9.3 and 9.4 
respectively. On a general level, however, it is interesting to note that around 
45 per cent of inmates at both prisons do not have more than 9 years of 
schooling and around 78 per cent do not go beyond year 10. On a general 
level this statistic is quite remarkable given that somewhere in the region of 75 
per cent of school students in Queensland progress to grade 12. 
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Table 6.5 
Educational Levels of Inmates 
Grade 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
post-sec 
tertiary 
unknown 
TOTAL 
rsORALLON 
No 
2 
1 
0 
7 
14 
34 
48 
77 
22 
18 
3 
3 
6 
235 
% 
0.9 
0.4 
0 
3.0 
5.9 
14.5 
20.4 
32.8 
9.4 
7.6 
1.3 
1.3 
2.5 
100.0 
Cumulative % 
0.8 
1.3 
1.3 
4.3 
10.2 
24.7 
45.1 
77.9 
87.3 
94.9 
96.2 
97.5 
100.0 
WACOL 
No 
1 
0 
4 
7 
10 
32 
52 
71 
17 
20 
1 
1 
16 
232 
% 
0.4 
0 
17 
3.0 
4.3 
13.8 
22.4 
30.6 
73 
8.6 
0.4 
0.4 
6.9 
99.8* 
Cumulative % 
0.4 
0.4 
2.1 
5.1 
9.4 
23.2 
45.6 
76.2 
83.5 
92.1 
92.5 
92.9 
99.8* 
Source: based on QCSC data *does not add to 100.0 due to rounding. 
6.4.5 Employment Status 
Employment status on arrest can be taken as an indicator of an inmate's 
ability or willingness to find productive work. This is turn may indicate their 
level of productivity while in custody. Once again this may contribute to 
industrial output and therefore revenue while, at the same time raise prison 
employment levels if inmates can quickly be allocated to work programmes. It 
is often said that idleness breeds unrest and if inmates are gainfully employed 
they perhaps become less of a security problem. Table 6.6 compares 
employment status on admission to custody. 
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Table 6.6 
Employment Status of Inmates 
Employment Status 
Employed 
Unemployed 
Unknown 
TOTAL 
BORALLON 
No 
64 
115 
56 
238 
% 
27.2 
49.0 
23.8 
100.00 
WACOL 
No 
63 
103 
66 
232 
% 
27.2 
44.4 
28.4 
100.0 
Source: based on QCSC data 
Similarities exist here also. In particular the percentage of inmates who 
were in employment on admission is the same for both institutions although 
as a percentage of known employment status Wacol does slightly better. 
Interestingly, the unemployment rate among offenders is very high indeed. Of 
known employment status 64.2 per cent were unemployed on admission to 
Borallon and 62.0 per cent at Wacol. 
6.4.6 Sentence Length 
Table 6.7 gives a comparison of sentence lengths at the two prisons. 
It is not an unreasonable assumption that prisoners serving longer-tenn 
sentences are in custody for more serious offences or as repeated offenders. 
Whichever is the case there may well be a positive relationship between the 
length of sentence and the level of security risk of inmates. 
The outstanding feature in Table 6.7 is that Borallon has 38.3 per cent of 
inmates serving periods of less than 5 years compared to 60.7 per cent for 
Wacol. In other words, well in excess of half of Borallon's inmates are serving 
what may be considered to be long sentences. Further, 14.0 per cent of the 
inmates of Borallon are serving life sentences compared to 11.2 per cent at 
Wacol. Excluding life sentences or those, which are indeterminate, the 
average sentence length at Borallon is 6.55 years and at Wacol it is 3.87 
years while the average time served is similar (2.67 years at Borallon and 
2.16 years at Wacol). The average time remaining at Borallon is 6.6 years 
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compared to only 3.74 years at Wacol. The average sentence served is just 
over 30 per cent for each institution. 
Table 6.7 
Years 
Under .5 
.5-.9 
1-2.4 
2.5 - 4.9 
5-9.9 
10-14.9 
15-19.9 
Over 20 
Life 
TOTAL 
Source: bas 
Sentence Length < 
BORALLON 
No. 
2 
5 
29 
54 
73 
24 
10 
5 
33 
235 
ed on G 
% 
0.9 
2.1 
12.3 
23.0 
31.1 
10.2 
4.3 
2.1 
14.0 
100.0 
CSC dat 
Cumulative 
% 
3 
14.3 
38.3 
69.4 
79.6 
83.9 
86.0 
100.0 
of Inmates 
WACOL 
No. 
27 
29 
43 
42 
48 
10 
7 
0 
26 
232 
% 
11.6 
12.5 
18.5 
18.1 
20.7 
4.3 
3.0 
0 
11.2 
*99.9 
Cumulative% 
24.1 
42.6 
60.7 
81.4 
85.7 
88.7 
88.7 
99.9 
a *does not add to 100 due to rounding 
There are, however, two sides to this argument. On the one 
hand, it may be assumed that inmates serving longer sentences pose a 
greater security risk. On the other hand, if these inmates are near the end of 
their sentences it may well be that they are the more trustworthy, 
institutionalised inmates who are in fact less of a security risk, these risks 
having previously been borne by other gaols. Trustworthy lifers or longer 
sentence inmates could in fact add a measure of stability which is absent 
where the turnover of inmates is high. This, in particular, may be 
advantageous where prison industry is concerned since labour turnover is 
reduced and re-training costs are lower. 
Table 6.8 compares the time served and time remaining for inmates in 
the two prisons while Table 6.9 shows the percentage of sentence served. 
When time served is taken into account there is very little difference 
between the two institutions. For Borallon 80.8 per cent of inmates have 
served less than five years whereas for Wacol this figure is 85.4 per cent. 
The length of time remaining shows a significant difference and may be 
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important in respect to inmate consistency and institutional stability if inmates 
are to remain at the institution until the expiry of their sentence. For Borallon 
47.7 per cent of inmates have the chance of remaining in that gaol for 5 years 
or more. This figure is only 29.8 per cent at Wacol. Only slight differences are 
evident when the percentage of the sentence served is compared. At 
Borallon 85.5 per cent have done less than 50 per cent of their sentence while 
78.1 per cent have done so at Wacol. 
Table 6.8 
YEARS 
under 
0.5 
.5-.9 
1-2.4 
2.5 - 4.9 
5-9.9 
10-14.9 
15-19.9 
20+ 
Source: basec 
Time Served and Time Remaining of Inmates 
TIME SERVED 
BORALLON 
NO. 
44 
59 
46 
41 
40 
5 
0 
0 
0 
235 
on QCSC c 
% 
187 
25.1 
19.6 
17.4 
17 
2.1 
0 
0 
0 
99.9 
ata 
WACOL 
NO. 
108 
27 
38 
25 
16 
7 
5 
6 
0 
232 
% 
46.6 
11.6 
16.4 
10.8 
6.9 
3 
2.1 
2.6 
0 
100 
TIME REMAINING 
BORAL 
NO. 
9 
14 
33 
67 
60 
15 
27 
6 
4 
235 
LON 
% 
3.8 
6 
14 
28.5 
25.5 
6.4 
11.5 
2.6 
17 
100 
WACOL 
NO. 
44 
31 
41 
47 
35 
10 
7 
2 
15 
232 
% 
18.9 
13.4 
177 
20.2 
15.1 
4.3 
3 
0.9 
6.5 
100 
Table 6.9 
Months 
0-9 
10-19 
20-29 
30-39 
40-49 
50-59 
60-69 
70-79 
80-89 
90-99 
indeterminate 
Source: based 
Percentage of Sentence Served 
BORALLON 
No. 
32 
61 
46 
33 
29 
12 
10 
4 
3 
1 
4 
235 
on QCSC da 
% 
13.6 
26.0 
19.6 
14.0 
12.3 
5.1 
4.3 
17 
1.3 
0.4 
17 
too 
ta 
WACOL 
No. 
22 
4 
28 
38 
29 
13 
9 
6 
7 
1 
15 
232 
% 
9.5 
27.6 
12.1 
16.4 
12.5 
5.6 
3.9 
2.6 
3.0 
0.4 
6.4 
100 
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6.4.7 Offence Type 
Table 6.10 compares the most serious offences for which inmates are 
imprisoned at Borallon and Wacol 
Offence type will also give some indication of the level of security risk. 
Offenders sentenced for more violent crimes may require closer supervision 
than those imprisoned for less violent offences. In Table 6.10 the categories 
have been aggregated from a total of 31 specific offence types for which 
inmates are imprisoned. 
01 
Offence Type 
% 
Murder 
Assault 
Sex Offences 
Other against person 
Robbery 
Break & Enter 
Fraud 
Theft 
Property Damage 
Justice Procedures 
Drug Offences 
Driving Offences 
Other 
Total 
Table 6.10 
ffence Type of Inmates 
BORALLON 
No. 
34 
21 
23 
15 
52 
37 
11 
13 
4 
4 
16 
1 
4 
235 
% 
14.5 
8.9 
9.8 
6.4 
22.1 
157 
47 
5.5 
17 
17 
6.8 
0.4 
17 
99.9* 
WACOL 
No. 
21 
33 
13 
16 
32 
39 
13 
22 
5 
7 
10 
19 
2 
232 
% 
9.1 
14.2 
5.6 
6.9 
13.8 
16.8 
5.6 
9.5 
2.1 
3.0 
4.3 
8.2 
0.9 
100.0 
Source: based on QCSC * does not add to 100 due to rounding. 
It should be noted that the order of the offences in Table 6.10 does not 
necessarily reflect their seriousness. If this is measured according to average 
length of sentence then the next most serious after murder is attempted 
murder with an average sentence of 10.07 years (QCSC data). This is 
included in the other against person category. The next highest is robbery 
(8.2 years) and carnal knowledge (7.4 years) in the sex offences group, 
followed by fraud (6.2 years) and grievous bodily harm (6.1 years) which is in 
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the assault category. Drug offences range from an average of 4.35 years for 
drug trafficking to 5.5 years for possession and 5.6 years for other drug 
offences. This refers to the maximum custodial sentence imposed and in 
most cases approximately half will be served on parole. 
While Borallon has a greater percentage of inmates imprisoned for 
murder Wacol has a greater percentage for assault (more specifically, 
grievous bodily harm and actual bodily harm). For crimes against the person 
generally, Borallon has 62.1 per cent compared to Wacol's 49.6 per cent. On 
the whole then, Wacol accommodates a greater proportion of offenders 
imprisoned for less serious crimes. 
6.4.8 No. of Breaches/Violations 
The number of discipline breaches while imprisoned provides an indication of 
inmate attitude and institutional conformity. Where inmates are constantly 
requiring disciplinary action additional costs are incurred in tenns of extra 
custodial supervision and the nature of the action required. They may for 
example be removed from the workplace or segregated for a period. In any 
event such behaviour is disruptive and not conducive to the smooth operation 
of the institution. Table 6.11 compares the number of violations or breaches 
by inmates during their period of imprisonment. It should be noted that these 
breaches have not necessarily occurred at either Borallon or Wacol. 
Table 6.11 
Number of Breaches while Imprisoned 
Breaches 
0 
5-Jan 
10-Jun 
15-Nov 
16-20 
over 20 
BORALLON 
No. 
9 
109 
33 
16 
5 
3 
235 
% 
29.4 
46.4 
14.0 
6.8 
2.1 
1.3 
100.0 
WACOL 
No. 
90 
110 
28 
3 
1 
0 
232 
% 
38.8 
47.4 
12.1 
1.3 
0.4 
0 
100.0 
Source: based on QCSC data 
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Table 6.11 shows that a greater percentage of inmates at Borallon has 
more breaches than at Wacol while Wacol has a greater percentage with no 
breaches. This might, however, be expected given that on the whole inmates 
at Wacol are serving shorter sentences than those at Borallon. The total 
number of breaches for Borallon inmates is 872 (3.7/inmate) compared to 510 
for Wacol (2.2/inmate). When this is translated into the average number of 
breaches per year served Wacol has 0.81/inmate/year compared to Borallon 
at 1.39/inmate/year. It is not possible from the data to be specific as to where 
the breaches occurred but it is possible that a stricter regime exists at 
Borallon than at Wacol and such inconsistencies are an important concern in 
the privatisation debate. On the other hand it may merely be that breaches 
are more likely to occur where inmates are serving longer sentences for more 
violent offences although such a relationship is not easily identifiable from the 
data. 
6.5 Conclusion 
On the basis of the preceding comparisons it would not be expected that 
either institution would experience any significant advantage when operational 
costs are taken into account. It has been suggested that Borallon may have 
a slight advantage in two of the areas of comparison. However, it is also 
acknowledged that Wacol has a higher proportion of low security inmates. 
Thus any potential may be cancelled out. Custodial costs might be reduced if 
it is accepted that younger offenders pose more of a security risk and it is true 
that Wacol has a higher percentage of inmates in the under 25 age group. 
The other area of comparison in which differences emerge is sentence length. 
Wacol has a greater number and percentage of its inmates serving short 
sentences. A greater turnover of inmates imposed a greater administrative 
burden and raises institutional instability as well requiring constant retraining 
of labour in both industry and services. The greater percentage of lifers at 
Borallon and the length of time remaining for inmates may thus have a 
positive effect on industrial output, the institutional environment and therefore 
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operational costs. Wacol on the other hand is an older gaol and maintenance 
costs could be higher. 
The evidence regarding violations and breaches is at best inconclusive. 
While the implication is that inmates at Borallon are less co-operative it is not 
possible to be specific as to which institution the breaches occurred in. This 
may be a reasonable conclusion if the breaches took place before admission 
to Borallon but if they occurred predominantly in Borallon this suggests a 
harsher disciplinary regime than at Wacol. This may raise some concems for 
those who have objections on moral grounds to the concept of the private 
sector detennining punishment. 
Given the similarities which exist in the characteristics of the inmates at 
the two prisons it does not appear that Borallon is to any great extent 
exercising its right to refuse certain categories of prisoner. Indeed, we could 
not expect any significant cost differences if both prisons were operated by 
the public sector. While it is not possible to say specifically that any 
differences in costs which do exist are due to variations in operational 
efficiencies it is tempting to do so. 
Meaningful cost comparisons between publicly and privately operated 
prisons are notoriously difficult to make (cf Brown 1993, Moyle 1993, Ryan 
1993). Although in Queensland the QCSC is required to be publicly 
accountable and is willing to release disaggregated expenditure figures, the 
equivalent data for CCA and Borallon appear to be a closely guarded secret. 
By contractual agreement CCA is not required to release the figures and the 
QCSC is not prepared to divulge them. This would appear to be, given that 
the allocation originates from the public purse, in stark contrast to the notion 
of financial accountability. While CCA maintains the cost saving to be in the 
region of 12 Vz per cent there is no hard public evidence that this is the case. 
Table 6.12 does however provide an attempt at comparison. 
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Table 6.12 
Total Recurrent Expenditure 1992/93 
RECURRENT EXPENDITURE 
Total Recurrent Institution Costs 
QCSC overheads 
less industry revenue 
Total 
average daily no. Inmates 
institution cost/inmates/year 
total/cost/inmate/year 
BORALLON 
$10.08m 
$305,500 
N/A 
$10.38m 
235 
$44,170 
$44,170 
WACOL 
$8.66m 
$3.219m 
$2.743m 
$9.136m 
246 
$35,203 
$37,138 
Source: based on QCSC and Brown (1993) 
In Table 6.12 the figure given for Borallon is the contractual fee 
allocated by the QCSC. It should be noted that while this may not be the 
actual cost of maintaining the institution since we would assume some profit it 
nevertheless represents the cost to the taxpayer. To this must be added the 
QCSC overheads which includes the cost of escorting prisoners outside the 
institution. Presumably for Borallon there will be an allocation for this within 
the institution costs. 
Bearing in mind that it was difficult to identify any cost differences 
which may be attributed to inmate differences the conclusion suggested in 
Table 6.12 is somewhat surprising. Borallon a new establishment, apparently 
designed to be less labour intensive and requiring less maintenance actually 
appears to be more costly on a per inmate basis. Indeed the figures suggest 
that the public prison offers an 18 per cent reduction per inmate per year. 
This difference is achieved largely as a result of the revenue which is 
generated from industry at Wacol and which is then reallocated towards the 
institution's recurrent costs. Without the industry revenue the cost/inmate/year 
would be in the vicinity of $48 000 when overheads are included. In Borallon's 
case, any revenue generated from industry contributes towards CCA profit or 
in the words of one QCSC official "we let them keep it'. The figure for 
Borallon is not available but an 'invoice figure' for the year 1993 was put at 
around $720 000. If the revenue from industry is allocated to company profits 
there is a large incentive to improve industry efficiency. There is, however, no 
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gain here for the public as a whole unless the contractual allocation is 
reduced. The gain merely flows to CCA shareholders. 
The figures in Table 6.12 suggest that the public sector, on a cost 
basis, is 'doing it better' than the private sector. This may be as a result of the 
threat of competition and this was an important reason given by Kennedy for 
the introduction of private prisons. It would be encouraging if this was the 
case. Interestingly though, the number of inmates at Borallon has been 
increasing (the daily average for 1994/5 was 339 and has since risen to more 
than 400) and this may suggest that the QCSC is effecting significant savings 
through its use of the private sector. It is also interesting to note that the 
QCSC recently won a tender to operate a partly new and partly refurbished 
prison at Woodford (closed in 1992) and the suggestion here is that the 
Commission is becoming more cost competitive in the delivery of corrective 
services. 
The foregoing discussion suggests that the public sector prison 
administration is, in the case of Wacol, at least as efficient as the private 
sector when costs are considered. It is, however, not possible to make 
meaningful comparisons on cost-efficiency unless we know the extent to 
which stated goals and objectives are achieved. This would require a detailed 
examination of the post release experiences of inmates in tenns of recidivism 
and employment. Nevertheless this study serves to indicate that given similar 
types of inmates at medium security institutions it is by no means a foregone 
conclusion that the private sector will be more efficient. It may well be that the 
public sector enjoys the economies of scale and historical experience which 
better equips it for this form of service delivery. On the other hand it may be 
the introduction of competition which has forced public sector rationalisation 
and resulting efficiency gains. 
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CHAPTER 7 
The State of the Prisons - Queensland 1995/96 
7.1 Introduction 
The proposals for the administrative structure of the Queensland Corrective 
Services Commission (QCSC) put forward by Kennedy were shown in 
Chapter 5. By 1996 the following structure had evolved. 
Minister for Police and Minister for Corrective Services 
! 
OCSC Board 
Director. Executive 
SuDDort 
Director-General 
Denutv Director-General 
Board Secretariat 
Corrective Services Investigation Unit 
Office of the 
Director-General 
* Policy Coordination 
* Media and Marketing 
* Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
Policy 
* Ministerial & Executive Support 
* Legal 
Audit and Investigation Unit 
Director. 
Coroorate 
Services 
Director. Custodial 
Corrections 
Director. Offender 
Develooment 
* Human Resources 
* Finance and Ooerations Correctional 
Administration SuDDort Centre (10) 
* Infonnation * Lotus Glen 
Management * Townsville 
* Planning * Rockhampton 
* Library * Wacol 
* Moreton 
* Sir David Longland 
* Brisbane Women's 
* Westbrook 
* Numinbah 
* Palen Creek 
Note: There are also two 
contract managed centres 
* Borallon 
* Arthur Gorrie 
Director. 
Community 
Corrections 
* Health & 
Medical 
* Offender 
Services 
* Programs 
* Sentence 
Management 
* Research 
Ooerations WOCR 
SuDDort Proeram 
Reeions (5) 
* Northern 
* Central 
* Near North Coast 
& West Moreton 
* Metropolitan 
* Southem 
Figure 7.1 The Administrative Structure of QCSC, 1996 
Source: QCSC 1996 
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7.2 Organisational Structure 
The QCSC sees its programme structure as being divided into five main 
areas: 
* Secure custody 
* Open custody 
* Community custody 
* Community supervision 
* Corporate support 
The following will briefly review each of these areas. It should be noted 
that the tables in the following section have been extracted from the 1995 
Annual Report since the 1996 Report does not provide the same level of 
disaggregation. It is unlikely that the distribution would have been 
substantially altered. 
7.2.1 Secure Custody 
The goal of secure custody is given by the QCSC as "To securely 
contain manage and develop offenders in accordance with their 
assessed risks and needs" (QCSC, 1995) 
The following custodial centres were operational in 1996 
* Arihur Gorrie Correctional Centre is the remand and reception centre 
for SE Queensland. It is the second contract-managed centre and 
holds around 566 male prisoners. It is managed by Australasian 
Correctional Management and was opened in 1992. 
* Borallon Correctional Centre, opened in 1990, is situated 25 
kilometres west of Brisbane and is Australia's first fully privatised 
prison. It provides accommodation for around 389 prisoners of all 
classifications. 
* Brisbane Women's Correctional Centre was opened in 1982 and can 
accommodate 86 inmates of all classifications. 
* Lotus Glen Correctional Centre is the reception and remand centre 
for Far North Queensland. Opened in 1989 it can accommodate 
around 257 prisoners. 
4^,.«3 
• Moreton Correctional Centre situated at Wacol, Brisbane provides a 
special purpose facility for medical segregation, protection and a 
program based intervention unit for prisoners. The centre can house 
204 prisoners of all classifications. 
• Rockhampton Correctional Centre, North Queensland, provides 
accommodation for 268 prisoners of all classifications, remand and 
sentenced from the central Queensland region. It was opened in 
1967. 
• Sir David Longland Correctional Centre at Wacol, Brisbane, has the 
capacity to house 305 high and medium security inmates. It was 
opened in 1989. 
• Townsville Correctional Centre is situated 11 kilometres south of the 
Northern Queensland city of Townsville. It has the ability to 
accommodate around 300 prisoners. It is the remand and reception 
centre for North Queensland for prisoners of all classifications. 
• Wacol Correctional Centre first opened in 1957, is a medium security 
industrial institution able to accommodate 237 prisoners. 
• Woodford Correctional Centre is located 75 kilometres NW of 
Brisbane. It accommodates around 600 medium to high security 
prisoners and was reopened in 1997 after its closure in 1991. 
Programmes offered within secure custody include a sexual offenders 
treatment programme, family support programmes for Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander Inmates which includes visits from family members, 
extra travel to family funerals, domestic violence programmes and young 
offenders programmes. In addition, around 600 prisoners are employed 
in industries and farm activities. Expenditure for the secure custody 
programme was $111,897 million in 1994/95 (QCSC, Annual Report, 
1995). 
Unless othenwise specified the Tables following are based on the 
census taken on 30th June 1995. 
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Table 7.1.1 
Male Prisoners in Secure Custody 
Male 
Con-ectional Centre 
Arthur Gorrie 
Borallon 
Lotus Glen 
Moreton 
Rockhampton 
Sir David Longland 
Wacol 
Townsville 
TOTAL 
No. 
66 
56 
131 
14 
49 
63 
44 
105 
528 
ATSI 
% 
12.5 
10.6 
24.8 
27 
9.3 
11.9 
8.3 
19.9 
100 
* 
117 
14.4 
51.0 
6.9 
18.3 
20.7 
18.6 
41.5 
21.3 
Non-ATSI 
No. 
500 
333 
126 
190 
219 
242 
193 
148 
1951 
% 
25.6 
171 
6.5 
9.7 
11.2 
12.4 
9.9 
7.6 
100.0 
<r« 
88.3 
85.6 
49.0 
93.1 
817 
79.3 
81.4 
58.5 
78.7 
Total 
No. 
566 
389 
257 
204 
268 
305 
237 
253 
2479 
% 
22.8 
157 
10.4 
8.2 
10.8 
12.3 
9.6 
10.2 
100 
Source based on QCSC data 
Table 7.1.2 
Female Prisoners in Secure Custody 
Female 
Correctional Centre 
Brisbane Womens 
Townsville Womens 
TOTAL 
ATSI 
No. 
23 
11 
34 
% 
67.6 
32.4 
100.0 
* 
26.7 
61.1 
32.7 
Non-ATSI 
No. 
63 
7 
70 
% 
90.0 
10.0 
100.0 
** 
80.2 
38.9 
67.3 
Total 
No. 
86 
18 
104 
% 
82.7 
17.3 
100.0 
Source: based on QCSC Annual Report 1995 
* Percentage of Aboriginal & Torres strait Islander (ATSI) at institution 
** Percentage of Non-Aboriginal & Torres Strait Islander (Non-ATSI) at institution 
Tables 7.1.1 and 7.1.2 show the number and percentage of 
Aboriginal and Non-Aboriginal offenders in secure custody at the end of 
June 1995. The figure in the column marked with an asterisk is the 
percentage of those groups at each institution. Not surprisingly the 
greatest percentage of Aboriginals was at Lotus Glen (24.8 per cent) and 
Townsville (19.9 per cent) these prisons being situated in the northern 
part of Queensland which itself has a high concentration of resident 
Aboriginals and Torres Strait Islanders. At Lotus Glen 51 per cent of the 
inmate population was Aboriginal while at Townsville men's prison this 
figure was 41.5 per cent. 
A further interesting statistic emerges from Tables 7.1.1 and 7.1.2. 
While 21.3 per cent of the male inmates in secure custody were 
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Aboriginal the corresponding figure for females was 32.7 per cent. The 
lowest percentage in temns of male Aboriginals was at Moreton. 
The largest secure custody prison is Arthur Gorrie followed by Sir 
David Longland (both predominantly high security) while Moreton is the 
smallest. Prisoners in this gaol are largely those on protection or those 
receiving special programmes such as the Sex Offenders Treatment 
Programme. Brisbane Women's held 82.7 per cent of all female inmates. 
Tables 7.2.1 and 7.2.2 show that the most common offence 
among male Aboriginals was assault followed by theft. For non-
Aboriginal male inmates theft led followed by robbery. For both groups 
sexual assault ranked third amongst males. The Table also shows that 
Aboriginals are less inclined to commit drug offences than non-Aboriginal 
males. Female Aboriginal inmates also have a high percentage of 
assault charges and as with the males this was followed by theft. For 
non-Aboriginal females theft was the most common offence followed 
perhaps surprisingly by murder. Together, these account for more than 
60 per cent of the offences of non-Aboriginal females. Again, Aboriginals 
are less inclined to be imprisoned for drug offences among females than 
non-Aboriginal females. 
Table 7.2.1 
Prisoners by Most Serious Offence-Male 
Male 
Offence Type 
Homicide 
Assault 
Sexual Assault 
Against the Person 
Robbery/Extortion 
Theft 
Property Damage 
Disorderly Conduct 
Drug Offences 
Motor Vehicle 
Other/Unspecified 
TOTAL 
ATSI 
No. 
51 
138 
94 
6 
53 
104 
20 
26 
1 
33 
2 
528 
% 
97 
26.1 
17.8 
1.1 
10 
197 
3.8 
4.9 
0.2 
6.3 
0.4 
100.0 
Non-ATSI 
No. 
262 
175 
308 
15 
336 
465 
22 
98 
144 
103 
23 
1951 
% 
13.4 
9.0 
15.8 
0.8 
17.2 
23.8 
1.1 
5.0 
7.4 
5.3 
1.2 
100.0 
Total 
No. 
313 
313 
402 
21 
389 
569 
42 
124 
145 
136 
25 
2479 
% 
12.6 
12.6 
16.2 
0.8 
157 
23.0 
17 
5.0 
5.8 
5.5 
1.0 
99.9 
Source: QCSC Annual Report 1995 
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Table 7.2.2 
Female Prisoners by Most Serious Offence 
Female 
Offence Type 
Homicide 
Assault 
Sexual Assault 
Against the Person 
Robbery/Extortion 
Theft 
Property Damage 
Disorderly Conduct 
Drug Offences 
Motor Vehicle 
Other/Unspecified 
TOTAL 
Source: QCSC Annual F 
ATSI 
No. 
4 
10 
0 
0 
2 
7 
3 
5 
1 
1 
1 
34 
{eport 199 
% 
11.8 
29.4 
0 
0 
5.9 
20.6 
8.8 
147 
2.9 
2.9 
2.9 
99.9 
5 
Non-ATSI 
No. 
20 
6 
0 
1 
2 
24 
2 
4 
7 
1 
3 
70 
% 
28.6 
8.6 
0 
1.4 
2.9 
34.3 
2.9 
5.7 
10.0 
1.4 
4.2 
100.0 
Total 
No. 
24 
16 
0 
1 
4 
31 
5 
9 
8 
2 
4 
104 
% 
23.1 
15.4 
0 
1.0 
3.8 
29.8 
4.8 
87 
77 
1.9 
3.8 
100.0 
Male Prisoners 
Male 
Security Classification 
High 
Medium 
Low 
Open 
Unclassified 
TOTAL 
Table 7.3.1 
by Security Classification 
ATSI 
No. 
112 
244 
99 
45 
28 
528 
% 
21.2 
46.2 
187 
8.5 
5.3 
100.0 
Non-ATSI 
No. 
488 
877 
326 
186 
74 
1951 
% 
25.0 
45.0 
167 
9.5 
3.8 
100.0 
Total 
No. 
600 
1121 
425 
231 
102 
2479 
% 
24.2 
45.2 
17.1 
9.3 
4.1 
99.9 
Source: QCSC Annual Report 1995 
Table 7.3.2 
Female Prisoners by Security Classification 
Female 
Security Classification 
High 
Medium 
Low 
Open 
Unclassified 
TOTAL 
ATSI 
No. 
9 
14 
4 
5 
2 
34 
% 
26.5 
41.2 
11.8 
147 
5.9 
100.1 
Non-ATSI 
No. 
16 
26 
13 
10 
5 
70 
% 
22.9 
37.1 
18.6 
14.3 
71 
100.0 
Total 
No. 
25 
40 
17 
15 
7 
104 
% 
24.0 
38.5 
16.3 
14.4 
6.7 
99.9 
Source: QCSC Annual Report 1995 
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Tables 7.3.1 and 7.3.2 give the security classification by gender 
and Aboriginality for inmates held in secure custody in Queensland in 
June 1995. At that time the only major differences evident are the smaller 
percentage of male Aboriginals classified as high security compared to 
non-Aboriginals whereas this is reversed with female inmates. Also a 
smaller percentage of female non-Aboriginal inmates is classified 
medium security but as might be expected the percentage is higher for 
the non-Aboriginal females in low security classifications on the basis of 
good behaviour and length of sentence remaining. 
Table 7.4.1 
Male 
Age 
17 
18 
19 
20-24 
25-29 
30-34 
35-39 
40-44 
45-49 
50-54 
45+ 
TOTAL 
Source: QC 
Male Prisoners by Age 
ATSI 
No. 
7 
27 
41 
199 
116 
74 
38 
16 
4 
1 
5 
528 
-SC Annual R 
% 
1.3 
5.1 
78 
37.7 
22.0 
14.0 
72 
3.0 
0.7 
0.2 
0.9 
99.9 
eport 1995 
Non-ATSI 
No. 
17 
52 
78 
485 
379 
309 
211 
168 
104 
74 
74 
1951 
% 
0.9 
27 
4.0 
24.8 
19.4 
15.8 
10.8 
8.6 
5.3 
3.8 
3.8 
100.0 
Total 
No. 
24 
79 
119 
684 
495 
383 
249 
184 
108 
75 
79 
2479 
% 
1.0 
3.2 
4.8 
27.6 
20.0 
15.4 
10.0 
7.4 
4.4 
3.0 
3.2 
100.1 
Tables 7.4.1 and 7.4.2 show that inmates come predominantly 
from younger age groups for both males and females. For Aboriginal 
males 14.2 per cent of inmates are under the age of 20 compared to 7.6 
per cent for non-Aboriginal males. For females the corresponding figure 
is 8.8 per cent for Aboriginals while there are no non-Aboriginals under 
20. Just fewer than 52 per cent of male Aboriginal inmates are under 25 
compared to 32.4 per cent for non-Aboriginals. Only 18.6 per cent of 
non-Aboriginal females is under this age while the corresponding figure 
,1JS 
for Aboriginal females is 35.3 per cent. Overall, the female inmate 
population comes from older age groups than males. 
Female 
Age 
17 
18 
19 
20-24 
25-29 
30-34 
35-39 
40-44 
45-49 
50-54 
45+ 
TOTAL 
Table 7.4.2 
Female Prisoners by Age 
ATSI 
No. 
0 
1 
2 
9 
3 
12 
4 
3 
0 
0 
0 
34 
% 
0 
2.9 
5.9 
26.5 
8.8 
35.3 
11.8 
8.8 
0 
0 
0 
100.0 
Non-ATSI 
No. 
0 
0 
0 
13 
18 
17 
7 
0 
4 
1 
0 
70 
% 
0 
0 
0 
18.6 
25.7 
24.3 
10.0 
14.3 
57 
1.4 
0 
100.0 
Total 
No. 
0 
1 
2 
22 
21 
29 
11 
3 
4 
1 
0 
94 
% 
0 
1.1 
2.1 
23.4 
22.3 
30.9 
117 
3.2 
4.3 
1.1 
0 
100.1 
Source: QCSC Annual Report 1995 
7.2.2 Open Custody 
The goal of open custody is given by the QCSC as 'To contain, manage 
and develop offenders In accordance with their assessed risks and 
needs' (QCSC, 1995). The following open custody prisons were 
operational in 1996. 
• Numinbah Correctional Centre is an open security prison 100 km 
south of Brisbane where 56 prisoners can be accommodated in 
separate huts and dormitories. It was opened in 1940. 
• Palen Creek Correctional Centre established in 1934 is located 150 
km SW of Brisbane and has the capacity to house around 80 
prisoners. 
• Westbrook Youth Detention Centre is a low security male correctional 
centre with the capacity to accommodate 12 prisoners. 
The programmes offered to inmates in open custody are similar to 
those for secure custody. Expenditure on the Open Custody Programme 
in 1994/95 was $6,369 million. Inmates in this programme are 
159 
accommodated on trust in an institution without a secure perimeter. 
These institution are largely agriculture oriented (QCSC, 1995). 
Table 7.5 
Male Prisoners in Open Custody 
Male 
Correctional Centre 
Westbrook 
Numinbah 
Palen Creek 
Lotus Glen Farm 
Townsville Farm 
TOTAL 
Source: based on QCS 
ATSI 
No. 
2 
3 
5 
37 
29 
76 
C Annua 
% 
26 
3.9 
6.6 
48.7 
38.2 
100.0 
Report 1 
Non-ATSI 
No. 
10 
53 
74 
33 
41 
211 
995 
% 
47 
25.1 
35.1 
15.6 
19.4 
99.9 
Total 
No. 
12 
56 
79 
70 
70 
287 
% 
4.2 
19.5. 
27.5 
24.4 
24.4 
100.0 
Interestingly, only around 10 per cent of inmates in Queensland 
prisons were in open custody institutions although, as shown in Table 
7.3.1 around 9.3 per cent of inmates in secure custody have this 
classification. Female inmates classified open security level would 
remain in either Brisbane or Townsville Woman's Prisons. 
Palen Creek is the largest open security gaol followed by the 
farms at Lotus Glen and Townsville. The latter two also have the largest 
percentage of Aboriginal inmates with almost 50 per cent of inmates at 
Lotus Glen being of Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander descent with a 
little over 38 per cent at Townsville. 
As with inmates in secure custody Table 7.6 shows Aboriginals tend 
to be imprisoned largely for assault. In this case however, sexual assault 
comes second with theft third for non-Aboriginals. In open custody sexual 
assault is by far the most common offence with theft second. 
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Table 7.6 
Male 
Most Serious Offence 
Homicide 
Assault 
Sexual Assault 
Personal Offence 
Robbery/Extortion 
Theft 
Property Damage 
Disorderly Conduct 
Drug Offences 
Motor Vehicle 
Other/Unspecified 
TOTAL 
Source: based on QCSC 
ATSI 
No. 
8 
23 
17 
0 
2 
16 
1 
2 
1 
3 
3 
76 
Annual F 
% 
10.5 
30.3 
22.4 
0 
2.6 
21.1 
1.3 
2.6 
1.3 
3.9 
3.9 
99.9 
{eport 19 
Non-ATSI 
No. 
21 
14 
83 
3 
21 
32 
3 
4 
18 
8 
4 
211 
95 
% 
10.0 
6.6 
39.3 
1.4 
10.0 
15.1 
1.4 
1.9 
8.5 
3.8 
1.9 
99.9 
Total 
No. 
29 
37 
100 
3 
23 
48 
4 
6 
19 
11 
7 
287 
% 
10.1 
12.9 
34.8 
1.0 
8 
167 
1.4 
2.0 
6.6 
3.8 
2.4 
99J 
Table 7.7 
Male Prisoners by Age 
Male 
Age 
17 
18 
19 
20-24 
25-29 
30-34 
35-39 
40-44 
45-49 
50-54 
55+ 
TOTAL 
ATSI 
No. 
1 
0 
3 
21 
14 
19 
6 
8 
3 
1 
0 
76 
% 
1.3 
0 
3.9 
27.6 
18.4 
25.0 
79 
10.5 
3.9 
1.3 
0 
99.8 
Non-ATSI 
No. 
0 
0 
6 
28 
34 
41 
21 
31 
23 
9 
16 
211 
% 
0 
0.9 
2.8 
13.3 
16.1 
19.4 
9.9 
147 
10.9 
4.3 
7.6 
99.9 
Total 
No. 
0.3 
07 
3.1 
171 
167 
21.0 
9.4 
13.6 
9.0 
3.5 
5.6 
100.0 
% 
1 
2 
9 
49 
48 
60 
27 
39 
26 
10 
16 
287 
Source: based on QCSC Annual Report 1995 
A noticeable feature of Table 7.7 when compared to Table 7.4.1 is 
the tendency for inmates in open custody from both groups to come from 
the higher age groups. In this case 5.2 per cent of Aboriginal inmates are 
under 20 and only 3.7 per cent of non-Aboriginals. By contrast 48.6 per 
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cent of Aboriginals in open custody are over the age of 30 and the 
corresponding figure for non-Aboriginals is 66.8 per cent. This is because 
these inmates are either near completion of a long sentence or they are 
the more trustworthy of the inmates who are likely to be older given that 
the rate of re-offence is lower in higher age groups. 
Inmates in open custody would not be classified above low 
security hence the concentration of inmates in low and open 
classification as shown in Table 7.8. 
Ma 
Male 
Security Classification 
High 
Medium 
Low 
Open 
Unclassified 
TOTAL 
Source: QCSC Annual F 
Table 7.8 
e Prisoners in Open Custody 
ATSI 
No. 
0 
0 
60 
16 
0 
76 
eport 19J 
% 
0 
0 
78.9 
21.1 
0 
100.0 
)5 
Non-ATSI 
No. 
0 
0 
108 
103 
0 
211 
% 
0 
0 
51.2 
48.8 
0 
100.0 
Total 
No. 
0 
0 
168 
119 
0 
287 
% 
0 
0 
58.5 
41.5 
0 
100.0 
7.2.3. Community Custody 
As with open custody the stated goal of community custody is "To 
manage and develop offenders in accordance with their assessed risks 
and needs" (QCSC, 1995, p.29). In this case, however, inmates are 
supervised in hostels in the community and encouraged to seek 
employment. Expenditure on community custody for the year 1994/95 
was $7,968 million. 
Community corrections centres were, in 1995 as follows: 
!| Work Outreach Camps: the programme was initiated to assist 
with the cleaning up after the 1990 Charieville Floods. The QCSC 
now has 10 camps in Western Queensland and a work centre in 
Brisbane. 
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Community Corrections Centres: 
a) Helena Jones Centre at Albion with 25 beds for 
female inmates. This also provides accommodation 
for infant children to be with their mothers. 
b) Kenniqo Street Centre has 26 beds and is largely a 
placement centre for inmates released to work 
orders. 
e) Dutton Park Centre accommodates 30 male inmates 
d) Maconochie Lodge at Burpengary holds 24 male 
inmates and is contracted out to Shaftesbury 
Citizenship Centre. 
e) St Vincent de Paul Centre at South Brisbane 
provides 27 beds for males and is also contracted 
out. 
QCSC Approved Facilities 
These are operated by community organisations. 
a) Rose Blank House in Cairns provides half-way 
accommodation for inmates on release to work or 
home detention. It is operated by the Australian 
Community Safety and Research Organisation 
(ACRO). 
b) Halcvon House can accommodate 5 inmates and is 
jointly managed by ACRO and the QCSC. It is 
located at Rockhampton. 
c) Wanninqton Street in Paddington is also operated by 
ACRO for five male inmates on release to work. 
d) Watharin Outstation is located 100km from Arukun. 
It is operated by the Arukun Community 
Incorporated comprised of representatives from 
clans in the Arukun region. 
e) Baas Yard Outstation is a working cattle station near 
lift 
Ponnpuraaw and is operated by the Pomnpuraaw 
Community Council. 
A summary of inmates in community custody is given in Tables 7.9 and 
7.10.1 and 7.10.2. 
Table 7.9 
Offenders in Community Custody 1992-1995 
Type of Order 
Community Custody Centres 
WORC Program 
TOTAL 
No. at 
30/6/1992 
No. 
121 
202 
323 
% 
37.5 
62.5 
100.0 
No. at 
30/6/1993 
No. 
128 
238 
366 
% 
35.0 
65.0 
100.0 
No. at 
30/6/1994 
No. 
137 
196 
333 
% 
41.1 
58.9 
100.0 
No. at 
30/^1995 
No. 
138 
195 
333 
% 
41.4 
58.6 
100.0 
Source: based on QCSC Annual Report (1995) 
Table 7.9 shows that the bulk of offenders in community custody 
is employed under the WORC program although on a percentage basis 
this figure has fallen since 1993. 
Table 7.10.1 
Community Custody Male Offenders by Most Serious Offence 
Male 
Security Classification 
Homicide 
Assault 
Sexual Assault 
Offence Against Person 
Robbery/Extortion 
Theft 
Property Damage 
Disorderly Conduct 
Drug Offences 
Motor Vehicle 
Other/Unspecified 
TOTAL 
ATSI 
No. 
1 
8 
1 
0 
2 
14 
2 
2 
2 
4 
0 
36 
% 
27 
22.2 
27 
0 
5.6 
38.9 
5.6 
5.6 
5.6 
11.1 
0 
100.0 
Non-ATSI 
No. 
12 
8 
10 
0 
29 
110 
6 
7 
48 
34 
11 
275 
% 
4.4 
2.9 
3.6 
0 
10.5 
40.0 
2.2 
2.5 
17.5 
12.4 
4.0 
100.0 
Total 
No. 
13 
16 
11 
0 
31 
124 
8 
9 
50 
38 
11 
311 
% 
4.2 
5.1 
3.5 
0 
10.0 
39.9 
2.6 
2.9 
16.1 
12.2 
3.5 
100.0 
Source: based on QCSC Annual Report (1995) 
Tables 7.10.1 and 7.10.2 show that the majority'of offenders in 
community custody have been sentenced for theft (followed by robbery 
for non-Aboriginals). Perhaps surprisingly just over 4 per cent of non-
Aboriginals in community custody have been imprisoned for murder. 
Drug offences and motor vehicle offences are also common in this group. 
Table 7.10.2 
Community Custody Female Offenders by Most Serious Offence 
Female 
Security Classification 
Homicide 
Assault 
Sexual Assault 
Offence Against Person 
Robbery/Extortion 
Theft 
Property Damage 
Disorderly Conduct 
Drug Offences 
Motor Vehicle 
Other/Unspecified 
TOTAL 
ATSI 
No. 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
% 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
100.0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
100.0 
Non-ATSI 
No. 
2 
0 
0 
1 
1 
11 
0 
0 
3 
0 
3 
21 
% 
9.5 
0 
0 
4.8 
4.8 
52.4 
0 
0 
14.3 
0 
14.3 
100.1 
Total 
No. 
2 
0 
0 
1 
1 
12 
0 
0 
3 
0 
3 
22 
% 
9.1 
0 
0 
4.5 
4.5 
54.5 
0 
0 
13.6 
0 
13.6 
99.8 
Source: QCSC Annual Report (1995) 
7.2.4. Community Corrections 
The stated goal is "To supervise and develop offenders in accordance 
with their assessed risks and needs" (QCSC 1995, p.36). In this instance 
offenders are supervised in the community by community corrections 
officers while on community based orders such as parole orders, 
probation, home detention, community service and fine option orders. 
These consisted of the following: 
a) Intensive Correction Orders: these are intended for offenders 
with a custodial sentence of 12 months or less. Inmates released 
are required to report at least twice a week to community 
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corrections officers. In addition they are required to attend 
programmes and perfomn unpaid community service work. 
ftj Probation: provides for supervision in the community in order that 
re-offence is avoided. Probation orders may be from 6 months to 3 
years and may include a period of imprisonment. Offenders may 
be required to pay restitution to a victim or attend specified 
programmes. 
c) Community Service and Fine Option: these provide for 
offenders to undertake unpaid community work. In the case of a 
Community Service Order this can be between 40 and 240 hours. 
For a fine option the hours worked as an alternative to paying a 
fine depends on the value of the fine. It is however, a maximum of 
10 hours for each $60 penalty. In 1994/95 an estimated $11 
million was contributed by offender labour (This is being currently 
reviewed). 
d| Home Detention: can be ordered by the Community Corrections 
Board. Under this order inmates can be released to their home for 
a maximum of 4 months but under strict supervision through visits 
and phone calls as well as drug testing. They are permitted to 
leave home for the purpose of employment or programme 
attendance but will be granted a weekly social pass. 
e) Parole: may be granted by the Community Corrections Board 
when an inmate applies having served half their sentence. 
Offenders must report regularly to a community corrections officer 
and may be required to attend specific programs or undergo drug 
testing. 
A summary of inmates in the above programmes is given in 
Tables 7.11. 
The most common type of order shown in Table 7.11 is the fine 
option which in both absolute and percentage terms has increased over 
the period shown. The next most common is probation which has fallen 
slightly in absolute temis and quite dramatically in percentage temns. 
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Periiaps disappointingly, since, as with fine options social losses are 
reduced, community service orders have also fallen to fomn in 1995 only 
11.3 per cent of all orders issued. 
Table 7.11 
Community Supervision Order by Type 1992/1995 
Type of Order 
Probation 
Qld Commonwealth Recog 
Orders from other states (Probation) 
Community Sen/ice 
Orders from other States (CSO) 
Fine Option 
Intensive Correction 
Prison/Probation 
Home Detention 
Parole 
Orders from other States (Parole) 
TOTAL 
No. as at 
30/6/92 
No. 
7870 
0 
294 
3390 
1 
3620 
0 
802 
152 
1343 
100 
17572 
% 
44.8 
0 
17 
19.3 
0 
20.6 
0 
4.6 
0.9 
76 
0.6 
100.1 
No. as 
30/6/S 
No. 
8314 
0 
295 
3837 
2 
5446 
0 
831 
160 
1420 
104 
20409 
at 
13 
% 
40.7 
0 
1.4 
18.8 
0 
26.7 
0 
4.1 
0.8 
70 
0.5 
100.0 
No. as at 
30/6094 
No. 
6749 
70 
280 
2422 
11 
7012 
0 
612 
104 
1407 
113 
18780 
% 
35.9 
0.4 
105 
12.9 
0.1 
37.3 
0 
3.3 
0.5 
75 
0.6 
100.0 
No. as at 
30/6/95 
No. 
6365 
54 
211 
2439 
34 
10139 
57 
467 
117 
1591 
123 
21597 
% 
29.5 
0.2 
1.0 
11.3 
0.1 
46.9 
0.3 
2.2 
0.5 
7.4 
0.6 
100.0 
Source: based on QCSC Annual Report 
The most common offence for which an order was given among 
Aboriginal males was theft followed closely by motor vehicle charges and 
assault. For women it is again these three offences first followed by 
assault and theft. Disorderly conduct also ranks highly for Aboriginal 
males and females. For non-Aboriginals of both sexes motor vehicle 
offences comes first followed by theft and drug offences. Drug offences 
do not, however, rank highly among Aboriginal males or females. 
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Table 7.12.1 
Community Supervision Orders by Most Serious Offence-Males 
Male 
Security Classification 
Homicide 
Assault 
Sexual Assault 
Personal Offence 
Robbery/Extortion 
Theft 
Property Damage 
Disorderly Conduct 
Drug Offences 
Motor Vehicle 
Other/Unspecified 
TOTAL 
ATSI 
No. 
29 
473 
59 
13 
37 
496 
127 
366 
123 
478 
50 
2251 
% 
1.3 
21.0 
2.6 
0.6 
1.6 
22.0 
5.6 
16.2 
5.5 
21.2 
2.2 
99.8 
Non-ATSI 
No. 
166 
969 
437 
83 
405 
3909 
540 
1277 
2152 
5465 
435 
15838 
% 
10.0 
6.1 
27 
0.5 
2.5 
24.7 
3.4 
8.1 
13.6 
34.5 
27 
99.8 
Total 
No. 
195 
1442 
496 
96 
442 
4405 
667 
1643 
2275 
5943 
485 
18089 
% 
1.1 
8.0 
27 
0.5 
2.4 
24.3 
37 
9.1 
12.6 
32.9 
27 
100.0 
Source: based on QCSC Annual Report 1995 
Table 7.12.2 
Community Supervision Orders by 
Female 
Security Classification 
Homicide 
Assault 
Sexual Assault 
Personal Offence 
Robbery/Extortion 
Theft 
Property Damage 
Disorderly Conduct 
Drug Offences 
Motor Vehicle 
Other/Unspecified 
TOTAL 
ATSI 
No. 
9 
111 
1 
4 
11 
111 
32 
106 
29 
130 
17 
569 
% 
1.6 
20.9 
0.2 
07 
1.9 
19.5 
5.6 
18.6 
5.1 
22.8 
3.0 
99.9 
Most Serious Offence-Females 
Non-ATSI 
No. 
12 
141 
4 
5 
27 
905 
45 
180 
595 
922 
103 
2939 
% 
0.4 
4.8 
0.1 
0.2 
0.9 
30.8 
1.5 
6.1 
20.2 
31.4 
3.5 
99.9 
Total 
No. 
21 
260 
5 
9 
38 
1016 
77 
286 
624 
1052 
120 
3508 
% 
0.6 
7.4 
0.1 
0.3 
1.1 
29.0 
2.2 
8.1 
17.8 
30.0 
3.4 
100.0 
Source: based on QCSC Annual Report 1995 
7.2.5. Corporate Support 
The stated goal is "To suppori the QCSC in effectively and efficiently 
achieving its goalS' (QCSC, 1995, pp.44). Broadly speaking this is the 
administrative arm of the QCSC and consists of programme 
l i t 
development and operation, special issues such as vvomen's issues, 
health issues and areas such as staffing and staff development. 
7.3 Conclusion 
This chapter provides an overview of the activities of the QCSC in tenns 
of its prison management and corrections infrastructures. As shown in 
chapter 6 the inmate population in Queensland has increased and still is 
increasing at an alamriing rate. The nature of the inmates, however, 
changes little. The inmate population is by and large, overwhelmingly 
young, male and it contains a large proportion of Aboriginals when 
compared to their proportion of the Queensland population. 
The QCSC is responsible for the operation and administration of 
two major areas of corrections, namely custodial corrections and 
community. Inmates in custodial corrections may be accommodated in 
either secure custody institutions or open custody institutions while 
inmates in community corrections may be supervised in hostels or within 
the community itself. Table 7.13.1 gives the total number of offenders 
allocated to each area of QCSC supervision for the year ending June 
1995, while Table 7.13.2 gives the female offenders 
Table 7.1 
Male Offenders under QCSi 
Supen/ision Area 
Secure Custody 
Open Custody 
Community Custody 
Community Supen/ision 
TOTAL 
ATSI 
No. 
528 
76 
36 
2288 
2928 
% 
18.0 
2.6 
1.2 
78.2 
100.0 
3.1 
C Supervision, 1995/6 
Non-ATSI 
No. 
1951 
211 
275 
15761 
18918 
% 
107 
1.2 
1.5 
86.6 
100.0 
Total 
No. 
2479 
287 
311 
18049 
21126 
% 
117 
1.4 
1.5 
85.4 
100.0 
Source: QCSC Annual Report 1995 
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Table 7.13.2 
Female Offenders under QCSC Supervision, 1995/6 
Supenfision Area 
Secure Custody 
Open Custody 
Community Custody 
Community Supervision 
TOTAL 
ATSI 
No. 
34 
0 
1 
600 
635 
% 
5.3 
0 
0 
78.2 
100.0 
Non-ATSI 
No. 
70 
21 
21 
2942 
3033 
% 
2.3 
0.7 
07 
97 
100.0 
Total 
No. 
104 
22 
22 
3542 
3668 
% 
2.8 
0.6 
0.6 
96.6 
100.0 
Source: QCSC Annual Report 1995 
In all cases the largest proportion of offenders under QCSC 
supervision is in community corrections followed by inmates in secure 
custody. The Tables show that on a percentage basis women are less 
likely to be given custodial sentences than men. Further, non-
Aboriginals are less likely to be imprisoned than Aboriginals and this is 
also true of male offenders. Finally, a relatively large proportion of male 
offenders is imprisoned in secure custody institutions. While, on a cost 
basis, it is encouraging that such a high proportion of offenders is 
supervised outside the institutions it is also, as will be shown in 
succeeding chapters, an expensive practice to use secure custody as a 
means of offender supervision. 
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Chapter 8 
The Cost of Corrections in Queensland 
i.1 Introduction 
Public sector costs have become an increasingly important issue as 
governments struggle to reduce public sector debt. As this chapter shows 
prisons absorb a significant proportion of expenditure. However in this case 
potential cost reductions may be difficult to identify since there is no sale of 
output and no scope for a user-pays system. As a result profit maximisation is 
not possible for public bodies, although, for privatised prisons there is the 
opportunity to minimise costs and raise profit levels. The desirability or 
othenwise of this has already been discussed in Chapter 6. 
Whether prisons are publicly or privately managed they are ultimately 
funded from the public purse. To minimise the costs of corrections and 
maximise the efficiency of their delivery is obviously in the interests of the 
taxpayer. For public bodies there may, however, be a temptation to maximise 
their budgets and to increase the size of their operations (Orzechowski, 
1977). 
The costs of imprisonment depend on a variety of factors such as the 
security level of the institution, its age, and its identity in terms the 
programmes offered and the characteristics of the inmates. Costs may also 
vary over time and may, in addition, be influenced by economies of scale, 
efficiency changes and changes in the capital/labour ratio. This Chapter 
provides a detailed breakdown of QCSC expenditure on an aggregated and 
disaggregated basis. After looking at the general trends in prison 
expenditures it disaggregates these according to areas of expenditure. Each 
institution is examined in tenns of broad per inmate expenditure and specific 
areas of expenditure are compared by institution both in secure and open 
custody. This indicates how costs might be reduced or resources may be re-
allocated more efficiently. A similar approach is adopted for both community 
custody and community supervision. 
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8.2 Trends in Unit Costs 
Table 8.1 gives the nominal, real and per inmate costs for Queensland's 
prisons between 1989/90 and 1994/95. The nominal cost figures in Table 8.1 
have been converted to real costs for comparative purposes by using the CPI 
deflator. The base year is 1989/90 and inmate numbers are based on an 
annual average. 
It is noticeable that in all cases except Rockhampton the real 
cost/inmate is lower in 1994/5 than in 1989/90. As might be expected, 
however, the low security institutions of Palen Creek and Numinbah are, on a 
per inmate basis, much less expensive than the other gaols. Indeed, in most 
cases they are less than half the cost. The trend in these two gaols is for an 
increase in unit costs after an initial fall in the period shown. For the most part 
the remaining institutions have falling unit costs in the latter part of the period 
depicted. 
There is some evidence that perhaps the opportunity for scale 
economies exists. For example, the 26.5 per cent increase in average inmate 
numbers at Borallon between 1994 and 1995 was accompanied by an 11 per 
cent fall in unit costs. At Lotus Glen a 17 per cent increase in inmates saw a 
13.5 per cent fall in costs although interestingly real costs fell by nearly 34 per 
cent between 1990/91 while inmate numbers rose by nearly 50 per cent. A 
similar pattern is observed at Moreton, Rockhampton, Sir David Longland and 
Townsville. The dramatic turnaround at Townsville can be explained by the 
very steep increase in the number of inmates in the final two years shown. 
After climbing to a record $41 750/inmate unit costs fall to $26 
594/inmate/annum. Interestingly, variations in unit costs are accompanied by 
variations in inmate numbers and it is noticeable that expenditure rises as the 
prison population rises but does not always fall as inmate numbers fall. This 
suggests greater flexibility in inmate numbers than in expenditures. 
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Table 8.1 
Nominal and Real Expenditure by Institution, Queensland 1989/90 -1994/95 
. '.::^. . 
krViwix Gorrie* 
Real Expenditure (000) 
No. of Inmates 
Nom cost/inmate/ann ($) 
Real Cost/lnmate/annum 
Borallon 
Real Expenditure (000) 
No. of Inmates 
Nom cost/inmate/ann ($) 
Real Cost/lnmate/annum 
Brisbane (Female) 
Real Expenditure (000) 
No. of Inmates 
Nom cost/inmate/ann ($) 
Real Cost/lnmate/annum 
Lotus Glen 
Real Expenditure (000) 
No. of Inmates 
Nom cost/inmate/ann ($) 
Real Cost/lnmate/annum 
Moreton 
Real Expenditure (000) 
No. of Inmates 
Nom cost/inmate/ann ($) 
Real Cost/lnmate/annum 
Numinbah 
Real Expenditure (000) 
No. of Inmates 
Nom cost/inmate/ann ($) 
Real Cost/lnmate/annum 
Palen Creek 
Real Expenditure 
No. of Inmates 
Nom cost/inmate/ann ($) 
Real Cost/lnmate/annum 
Rockhampton 
Real Expenditure 
No. of Inmates 
Nom cost/inmate/ann ($) 
Real Cost/lnmate/annum 
Sir David Longland 
Real Expenditure 
No. of Inmates 
Nom cost/inmate/ann ($) 
Real Cost/lnmate/annum 
Townsville 
Real Expenditure 
No. of Inmates 
Nom cost/inmate/ann ($) 
Real Cost/lnmate/annum 
Wacol 
Real Expenditure 
No. of Inmates 
Nom cost/inmate/ann ($) 
1 Real Cost/lnmate/annum 
1989/90 
0 
S 
0 
0 
6 245 
101 
61832 
61832 
2 746 
81 
33 901 
33 901 
8 442 
181 
46 641 
46 641 
2139 
62 
34 500 
34 500 
1024 
68 
15 059 
15 059 
1077 
67 
16 075 
16 075 
6 891 
225 
30 627 
30 627 
8 607 
218 
39 482 
39 482 
11822 
391 
30 235 
30 235 
9 952 
256 
38 875 
38 875 
1990/91 
1303 
0 
0 
0 
8 454 
244 
36 488 
34 648 
3 412 
72 
49 902 
47389 
8 297 
209 
41804 
39 699 
5 515 
74 
78 473 
74 527 
1159 
69 
1768 
16 797 
1 116 
59 
19915 
18915 
7 836 
190 
43242 
41242 
9 050 
226 
42168 
40 044 
11500 
298 
40637 
38 591 
7 644 
273 
29 483 
28 000 
1991/92 
1957 
0 
0 
0 
8 656 
239 
38 862 
36 218 
2 787 
53 
56 415 
52 585 
7668 
211 
38 995 
36 341 
6 681 
143 
50133 
46 720 
773 
79 
10494 
9785 
951 
74 
13 784 
12 851 
6 479 
201 
34 587 
32 234 
8 249 
222 
39 869 
37158 
10 041 
272 
39 610 
36 915 
5 548 
263 
22 635 
21095 
1992/93 
-
11347 
345 
35 652 
32 890 
9 304 
235 
42 915 
39 591 
2 560 
64 
43 359 
40 000 
7 833 
234 
36 286 
33 474 
6186 
150 
44 707 
41240 
920 
80 
12 463 
11500 
887 
70 
13 728 
12 671 
7 007 
198 
38 363 
35 389 
8 772 
216 
44 023 
40 611 
9 686 
232 
45 259 
41750 
5 468 
246 
24 093 
22 228 
1993/94 
11245 
369 
33 612 
30474 
9 934 
268 
40 884 
37 067 
2 489 
71 
38 662 
35 056 
8113 
267 
33 517 
30 386 
5 865 
153 
42 281 
38 333 
1091 
83 
14 493 
13145 
1017 
74 
15162 
13 743 
7717 
221 
38 516 
34 919 
8 765 
223 
43 354 
39 305 
8 678 
294 
32 558 
29 517 
6 593 
236 
30 813 
27 936 
1994/95 
14 277 
486 
33461 
29 377 
11159 
339 
37 493 
32 917 
2 806 
83 
38 506 
33 807 
8 223 
313 
29 923 
26 272 
6 088 
182 
38 099 
33451 
1060 
78 
15 474 
13 590 
• 
1084 
78 
15 833 
13 897 
8 004 
249 
36 614 
32145 
10 336 
293 
40181 
35 276 
8 883 
334 
30 293 
26 596 
6 590 
240 
31275 
27 458 
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The figures in Table 8.1 provide some scope for debate on the reason 
for the general decline in unit costs. The introduction of the private sector it 
has been claimed would provide for more competition and thus greater 
efficiency within public sector service delivery. This may well be the case. 
Alternatively, the reduction may result merely from the expansion of the prison 
and the prison industry as a whole. 
Table 8.1 clearly shows that while the trend in unit costs is 
down at almost all prisons the trend in inmate numbers is up. The increase in 
the capacity of the prisons may well be resulting in economies of scale while 
the increase in the size of the industry could result in substantial external 
economies (see Schmidt and Witte, 1984). It should, however, be noted that 
the fall in costs immediately after 1991/92 might in part be attributed to the 
inclusion of industry revenue. 
The figures also show a number of aberrations which are not easy to 
explain. The very high costs for Borallon in 1989/90 were largely because the 
prison was operating only for half of the year and similar reasons may explain 
the high cost of Lotus Glen in 1989/90 and Moreton in 1990/91 as well as 
Rockhampton (1990/91) and Townsville (1992/93). The capacity of those 
prisons was being expanded and at Moreton a Special Care Facility instituted. 
While not including capital costs the figures do reflect increases in staffing, 
salaries fonning a large proportion of the total costs. 
8.3 Disaggregated Expenditure 
Table 8.2 gives a breakdown of expenditures for all QCSC operated centres 
for the financial year 1995/96. It should be noted that the average annual 
offender numbers are taken from the Queensland Corrective Services 
Commission Annual Financial Statement 1995/6 and do not necessarily 
correspond exactly with those given in the Annual Report for 1996. 
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Table 8.2 
Disagi 
Expenditure Area 
Wages 
Staff Expenditure 
Catering & Provisions 
Offender Expenditure 
Administration 
Property Management 
Capital & Maintenance 
Sub-Total 
Industry Expenditure 
Industry Revenue 
Total 
AvOff 
(Remuneration) 
(Education) 
Kegated Recurrenf 
Total Exper)diture($) 
56169428 
803891 
4378144 
5167520 
3430928 
3293463 
1236784 
74480158 
3849133 
-8989123 
69340168 
2080 
2431747 
584135 
t Expenditure, QCSC Centres, 1995/6 
Percentage 
81.01 
1.16 
6.31 
7.45 
4.95 
4.75 
1.78 
10741 
5.55 
-12.96 
100.00 
3.51 
0.84 
Cost^nmate{$) 
27,004.53 
386.49 
2,104.88 
2,484.38 
1,649.48 
1,583.40 
594.61 
35,807.77 
1,850.54 
-4,321.69 
33,336.62 
1,169.11 
280.83 
Source: based on QCSC data 
It should be noted from this table and the tables that follow that: 
Wages: this category includes both administrative and 
custodial staff and data are not available to separate these 
two 
Staff Expenses: this includes items such as staff travel, staff removal 
expenses, training and uniforms. 
Catering and Provisions: this consists of food items provided for both staff 
and inmates. 
Offender Expenses: this includes expenditures on education, activities 
laundry, inmate remuneration and lesser items such as crockery and cutlery. 
Administration: this category includes vehicle expenses, telephones, and 
equipment leasing 
Property Management: includes utilities such as water and gas. 
Capital and Maintenance: provides for maintenance of equipment. 
Industry Expenses: this includes any expenses incurred from the operation 
of prison industry. It does not, however, include inmate remuneration. 
Industry Revenue: includes any revenue generated from the sale off goods 
and services either internally or externally 
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Remuneration: includes payments to inmates for labour services 
Education: includes expenditures on all education programmes 
Some interesting observations emerge from Table 8.2. Perhaps not 
surprisingly wages form by far the greatest expenditure item (close to 81 per 
cent) this being in the vicinity of $27000/inmate/year. This is clear indication of 
the labour intensive nature of the industry. The second highest expenditure 
item on a percentage basis and a per inmate basis is offender expenses and 
this may be considered relatively low if it is recognised that it includes 
remuneration for inmates as well as expenditure on educational programmes. 
The negative figure for industry revenue gives the total amount generated 
through the sale of goods and services (including famri produce) and shows 
this to be around $4321/inmate/year. However when the costs of operating 
these industries is taken into account this figure drops to around 
$2471/year/inmate. The cost figure does not include depreciation on capital 
equipment and if incorporated this figure would, of course be higher. Also, and 
perhaps more dramatic is the fact that inmate remuneration is included in 
offender expenses rather than industry expenses. Remuneration per inmate 
for 1996 was in the region of $1169/annum and although this figure includes 
payment for non-industrial or service occupations it is not unreasonable to 
assume that 75 per cent of all remuneration may be added to industry 
expenses. The net gain for industry would then fall to around 
$1564/inmate/year. Of the QCSC managed secure custody centres Sir David 
Longland is the most expensive and as shown in Table 8.4 this has just under 
50 per cent of its inmates classified high security. The lowest unit cost secure 
custody centre is Rockhampton while Townsville (19.2 per cent high security) 
is almost as expensive as Sir David Longland. 
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Table 8.3 
Annual Unit Costs/Offender by Institution, Qld, 1995/6 
Secure Custody 
institution 
Arthur Gorrie 
Borallon 
Brisbane Women's 
Lotus Glen 
Rockhampton 
Moreton 
Sir David Longland 
Townsville 
Wacol 
Staff/In 
0 
0 
1.5 
1.4 
17 
1.4 
1.2 
1.5 
1.8 
Av Daily 
Offenders 
587 
411 
91 
262 
271 
204 
329 
269 
273 
Net Exp 
$000 
19215 
14901 
3422 
9798 
9290 
7628 
13182 
10615 
8434 
Annual 
CpstAn($) 
32734 
36255 
37605 
37398 
34280 
37392 
40067 
39457 
30893 
Open Custody 
Numinbah 
Palen Greek 
Lotus Glen Fami 
Townsville Farm 
Westbrook 
Source: based on C 
3.6 
37 
77 
5.4 
2.4 
ICSC data 
73 
76 
80 
72 
80 
1282 
1458 
1086 
940 
2199 
17562 
19184 
13575 
13055 
27487 
When the data in Table 8.2 are disaggregated by institution the annual 
per inmate costs are as shown in Table 8.3. Of the two contract managed 
prisons shown in Table 8.3 Arthur Gorrie is by far the cheapest on a unit cost 
basis. This is surprising in view of the fact that it accommodates a high 
proportion of high security inmates (around 56 per cent) (See Table 8.4) and 
there is no revenue from prison industry. It is, however Queensland's largest 
prison and there may in this industry as previously discussed be some scope 
for economies of scale. Borallon, on the other hand, has no high security 
inmates but its contract fee provides for around $36000/inmate/year. Since no 
disaggregated expenditure figures are available for these centres it is difficult 
to find an explanation for these very significant differences. 
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Table 8.4 
Offender Classification by Institution, Qld, June 1996 
Institution 
Arthur Gorrie 
Borallon 
Lotus Glen 
Moreton 
Numinbah 
Palen Creek 
Rockhampton 
Sir David Longland 
Townsville 
Wacol 
Westbrook 
Brisbane Womens 
Townsville Womens 
Total 
527 
403 
405 
207 
66.0 
65.0 
260 
457 
349 
384 
86.0 
133 
33.0 
Unclai 
No. 
67 
2 
44 
1 
0 
0 
15 
1 
45 
0 
0 
11 
4 
sstfied 
% 
127 
0.5 
10.9 
0.5 
0 
0 
5.8 
0.2 
12.9 
0 
0 
8.3 
12.1 
Open 
No. 
40 
4 
46 
10 
25 
25 
35 
6 
33 
76 
22 
13 
10 
% 
7.6 
1.0 
11.3 
4.8 
37.9 
38.5 
13.5 
1.3 
9.5 
19.8 
25.6 
9.8 
30.3 
Low 
No. 
35 
34 
114 
25 
41 
40 
57 
29 
85 
145 
64 
17 
6 
% 
6.6 
8.4 
28.1 
12.1 
62.1 
61.5 
21.9 
6.3 
24.3 
37.8 
74.4 
12.8 
18.2 
Medium 
No. 
85 
363 
126 
142 
0 
0 
98 
202 
119 
163 
0 
56 
8.0 
% 
16.1 
90.1 
31.1 
68.6 
0 
0 
37.7 
44.2 
34.1 
42.4 
0 
42.1 
24.2 
High 
No, 
300 
0 
75 
29 
0 
0 
55 
219 
67 
0 
0 
36 
5.0 
% 
56.9 
0 
18.5 
14.0 
0 
0 
21.1 
47.9 
19.2 
0 
0 
27.1 
15.2 
Source: based on QCSC data 
8.3.1 Disaggregated Expenditure by Level of Custody 
The open custody centres are cheaper on a unit cost basis although 
Westbrook is easily the most expensive. The other open custody prisons cost 
less than $20000/inmate/year and interestingly, the cheapest are those which 
are part of an established higher security institution. Both Townsville and 
Lotus Glen Farms cost less than $15000/inmate/year. Greater insight into 
cost differences can be achieved by further disaggregating the cost data by 
expenditure area and this is done by institution type in Table 8.5 
Table 8.5 shows the very significant differences which arise when open 
custody centres are compared with secure custody centres. On an annual unit 
cost basis open custody costs approximately half as much as secure custody. 
This difference can largely be accounted for by wage differences although 
with the exception of capital and maintenance and administration costs per 
capita expenditure is lower in all areas in low security institutions. 
Administration in open custody gaols forms approximately 9 per cent of total 
expenditure ($1701/inmate/year) compared to 4.5 per cent 
($1637/inmate/year) in secure custody prisons. 
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Table 8.5 
Disaggregated Expenditure - Open and Secure 
Expenditure 
Area 
Wages 
Staff Exp 
Cat & prov 
Off Exp 
Admin 
Prop Man 
Cap & Maint 
Sub-Tot 
Ind Exp 
Ind Rev 
Total 
AvOff 
(Remun) 
(Educ) 
Source: based 
c 
Totalixp 
4579029 
105244 
752288 
866584 
648438 
230855 
414011 
7596449 
643103 
-1267802 
6971750 
381 
430994 
100579 
on QCSC 
Ipenpustody 
% 
65.68 
1.51 
10.79 
12.43 
9.30 
3.31 
5.94 
108.96 
9.22 
-18.18 
100.00 
6.18 
1.44 
data 
l^t/lrirnite 
12018.45 
276.23 
1974.51 
2274.50 
1701.94 
605.92 
1086.64 
19938.19 
1687.93 
-3327.56 
11298.56 
1131.22 
263.99 
Custody, 1995/96 
Secure Custody 
TolalExp 
51590399 
698647 
3625856 
4300936 
2782490 
3062608 
822773 
66883709 
3206030 
-7721321 
J2368418 
1699 
2000753 
483556 
% 
82.72 
1.12 
5.81 
6.90 
4.46 
4.91 
1.32 
107.24 
5.14 
-12.38 
100.00 
3.21 
1.21 
Oost/limate 
30,365.16 
411.21 
2,134.11 
2,531.45 
1,637.72 
1,802.59 
484.27 
39,366.52 
1,887.01 
-4,544.63 
36,708.90 
1,177.61 
284.61 
Industry in open custody institutions contributes around 
$1640/year/inmate compared to $2611 for secure custody. However, when 
remuneration is deducted from this the figures are $509/annum and $1434 
/annum respectively. By and large then it appears that secure custody 
inmates make a larger absolute contribution to their upkeep than those in 
open custody but this would not be true on a percentage basis. Finally, slightly 
more per inmate is spent on education in secure custody than in open 
custody. 
8.3.2 Disaggregated Expenditure by Institution- Secure Custody 
Tables 8.6.1, 8.6.2 and 8.6.3 give a breakdown of expenditures by area for all 
QCSC managed secure custody gaols. 
1:7^  
Table 8.6.1 
Disaggregated Expenditure, Brisbane Women's, 
Expenditure 
Ar^ 
Wages 
Staff Exp 
Cat & prov 
Off Exp 
Admin 
Prop Man 
Cap & Maint 
Sub-Tot 
Ind Exp 
Ind Rev 
Total 
AvOff 
(Remun) 
(Educ) 
Brisbane Woi 
Tot Exp. 
2814288 
20575 
172659 
197064 
133967 
111091 
38867 
3488511 
55955 
-122354 
3422112 
91 
70879 
27971 
% 
82.24 
0.60 
5.05 
5.76 
3.91 
3.25 
1.14 
101.94 
1.64 
-3.58 
100.00 
2.07 
0.82 
men's 
Cost/In 
30926.24 
226.10 
189735 
2165.54 
1472.16 
1220.78 
42711 
38335.29 
614.89 
-1344.55 
37605.63 
778.89 
307.37 
Sir David Longland and Wacol 
Sir David Longland 
Tot Exp. 
11545299 
160546 
887680 
922882 
401350 
756185 
112111 
14786053 
666179 
-2270338 
13181894 
329 
555579 
58897 
% 
87.58 
1.22 
6.73 
7.00 
3.04 
5.74 
0.85 
112.17 
5.05 
-17.22 
100.00 
4.21 
0.45 
Cost/in 
35092.09 
487.98 
2698.12 
2805.11 
1219.91 
2298.43 
340.76 
44942.41 
2024.86 
-6900.72 
40066.55 
1688.69 
179.02 
Wa(»l 
Tot Exp 
6637347 
100773 
617932 
702620 
483774 
707622 
210601 
9460669 
1181829 
-2209132 
8433366 
273 
437461 
49227 
% 
78.70 
1.19 
7.33 
8.33 
5.74 
8.39 
2.50 
112.18 
14.01 
-26.20 
100.00 
5.19 
0.58 
Costiln 
24312.63 
369.13 
2263.49 
2573.70 
1772.07 
2592.02 
771.43 
34654.47 
4329.04 
-8092.06 
30891.45 
1602.42 
180.32 
Source: based on QCSC data 
Table 8.6.2 
Disaggregated Expenditure, Lotus Glen, Rockhampton and Moreton 
Expenditure 
Area 
Wages 
Staff Exp 
Cat & prov 
Off Exp 
Admin 
Prop Man 
Cap & Maint 
Sub Tot 
Ind Exp 
Ind Rev 
Total 
AvOff 
(Remun) 
(Educ) 
Lotus Glen 
Tot Exp 
8085760 
112045 
501454 
719916 
376578 
238263 
63868 
10097884 
314005 
-613505 
9798384 
262 
238037 
104704 
% 
82.52 
1.14 
5.12 
735 
3.84 
2.43 
0.65 
103.06 
3.20 
-6.26 
100.00 
2.43 
1.07 
Cost/In 
30861.68 
427.65 
1913.95 
2747.77 
1437.32 
909.40 
243.77 
38541.54 
1198.49 
-2341.62 
37398.41 
908.54 
399.63 
Rockhampi 
Tot Exp 
7623049 
82724 
503416 
658612 
630751 
310879 
155532 
9964963 
734933 
-1410394 
9289502 
271 
281472 
61154 
% 
82.06 
0.89 
5.42 
7.09 
6.79 
3.35 
1.67 
107.27 
791 
-15.18 
100.00 
3.03 
0.66 
tort 
Cost/In 
28129.33 
305.25 
1857.62 
2430.30 
2327.49 
114715 
573.92 
36771.08 
2711.93 
-5204.41 
34278.61 
1038.64 
225.67 
M 
Tot Exp 
6415127 
39082 
441300 
377693 
279790 
98327 
46084 
7697403 
1906 
-70888 
7628421 
204 
171707 
41594 
oreton 
% 
84.10 
0.51 
5.78 
4.95 
3.67 
1.29 
0.60 
100.9 
0.02 
-0.93 
100.0 
2.23 
0.54 
Cost/In 
31446.70 
191.58 
2163.24 
1851.44 
1371.52 
482.00 
225.90 
37732.37 
9.34 
-347.49 
37394.22 
8417 
203.89 
Source: based on QCSC data 
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Table 8.6.3 
Disaggreaated Expenditure for Townsville 
Expenditure 
Area 
Wages 
Staff Exp 
Cat & prov 
Off Exp 
Admin 
Prop Man 
Cap & Maint 
Sub-Tot 
Ind Exp 
Ind Rev 
Total 
Townsville 
TdtExp($) 
8469529 
182902 
501415 
722149 
476280 
840241 
195710 
11388226 
251223 
-1024710 
10614739 
Percent 
79.79 
1.72 
4.72 
6.80 
4.49 
7.92 
1.84 
107.29 
2.37 
-9.65 
100.00 
Cost/Inmate 
31485.24 
679.93 
1864.00 
2684.57 
1770.56 
3123.57 
727.55 
42335.41 
933.91 
-3809.33 
39460.00 
Source: based on QCSC data 
As would be expected the largest single expenditure item shown in the 
tables is wages. There is, however, some variation between institutions. 
When wages are taken as a percentage of total expenditure the high cost 
institutions are Sir David Longland, Moreton, Brisbane Women's, Lotus Glen, 
and Rockhampton. This is also reflected in higher unit costs. For the 
remaining institutions wages comprise less than 80 per cent of total 
expenditure. These variations will arise due not only to differences in 
staff/inmate ratios but also because of the level of staff experience or the ratio 
of administrative to custodial personnel. In addition, overtime rates, which are 
significantly higher than normal pay rates will undoubtedly raise the wages 
bill. Using the staffing ratios given in Table 8.3, it is possible to estimate the 
average annual salary per staff member at the secure custody prisons. This is 
shown in,Table 8.7. 
The Table shows that variations in average annual salaries are quite 
significant. Interestingly the highest cost prison (Sir David Longland) shown in 
Table 8.5.1 has one of the lowest average annual salaries of any shown. The 
lowest is, however, Wacol which also has the lowest per inmate wage cost. 
The two regional centres at Rockhampton and Townsville are the highest, 
followed by Brisbane Women's. 
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Table 8.7 
Average Annual Remuneration by 
Institution 
Brisbane Women's 
Lotus Glen 
Rockhampton 
Moreton 
Sir David Longland 
Townsville 
Wacol 
AvOff 
91 
262 
271 
204 
329 
269 
273 
In/S^ff 
1.5 
1.4 
17 
1.4 
1.2 
1.5 
1.8 
Institution - Secure Custody 
Approx Staff 
60.7 
1871 
159.4 
1457 
274.2 
179.3 
1517 
Wage Exp 
2814288 
8085760 
7623049 
6415127 
11545299 
8469529 
6637347 
Wage/Staff 
46389.36 
43206.35 
47819.86 
44025.38 
42110.51 
47227.86 
43762.73 
Source: based on QCSC data 
Given the very high proportion of expenditure on wages it is clear that 
this is an important target area if savings are to be made. This could happen 
as a result of raising the efficiency level of staff rather than through wage 
reductions or staff reductions. The question arises, however, as to why 
significant variations occur in other areas of expenditure. More specifically, if 
Moreton can provide administration at a cost of around $1371/inmate/annum 
why does it cost $2327/inmate at Rockhampton? It is likely that as a regional 
centre Rockhampton will be facing higher telephone charges but unlikely that 
this would account for a difference of $956/annum. Similarly, if catering and 
provisions can be provided at Brisbane Women's at $1897/inmate/year why 
does it cost $2698/inmate at Sir David Longland? 
These differences may occur due to differences in staffing levels or in 
the use of inmate labour. In any case, it may be possible for institutions to 
share information and to determine where greater efficiency might be 
achieved or where saving might be made without jeopardising service 
delivery. 
Table 8.8 compares, using Tables 8.6.1, 8.6.2 and 8.6.3 the cheapest 
possible per unit costs in the expenditure areas with the most expensive. The 
figures used for industry provide for the greatest/least difference between 
industry costs and revenue. 
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Table 8.8 
Lowest and Highest Unit Cost / Expenditure Area- Secure Custody 
Expenditure 
Area 
Wages 
Staff Exp 
Cat & prov 
Off Exp 
Admin 
Prop Man 
Cap & Maint 
Ind Net 
Total 
Source: based 
Lowest Un 
Prison 
Wacol 
Moreton 
Rockhampton 
Moreton 
Moreton 
Moreton 
Moreton 
Sir David Longland 
on QCSC data 
tCost 
Cost/Inmate ($) 
24312.63 
191.58 
185762 
1851.44 
1371.52 
482.0 
225.9 
-4875.86 
25416.83 
Highest Un 
Prison 
Sir David Longland 
Townsville 
Sir David Longland 
Sir David Longland 
Rockhampton 
Townsville 
Wacol 
Moreton 
tCost 
Cost/inmate ($) 
35092.09 
679.93 
2698.12 
2805.11 
2327.49 
3123.57 
771.43 
-338.15 
47159.59 
Assuming those prisons with the lowest per unit costs to be the most 
efficient it is evident that there can be substantial cost savings by raising 
efficiency levels. When the high cost prisons are combined the total cost is 
$47159.59/inmate/year. This figure is 85.5 per cent higher than the total of the 
low unit cost centres ($25416.83/inmate/year). While this may represent 
something of an over-simplification it nevertheless suggests that these 
institutions may be able to learn some important lessons from one another. 
Interestingly in three of the eight expenditure areas Sir David Longland is the 
most expensive while Moreton is the cheapest in five. Sir David Longland is 
the most productive as far as industry is concemed and Moreton is the least 
productive. 
8.3.3 Disaggregated Expenditure by Institution- Open Custody 
Tables 8.9.1 and 8.9.2 provide a cost comparison of the QCSC managed 
open custody gaols. 
The high unit costs for Westbrook result from the fact that the inmate 
population is expanding and the gaol was not therefore operating at full 
capacity for the whole year. It will not be used for comparison in the remainder 
of this section. 
183 
As pointed out previously the two lowest cost open custody centres are 
Lotus Glen Famn and Townsville Famn. Interestingly this is the case even 
though Townsville has a high ratio of wages to total expenditure. 
Table 8.9.1 
Disaggregated Expendil 
Expenditure 
Area 
Wages 
Staff Exp 
Cat & prov 
Off Exp 
Admin 
Prop Man 
Cap & Maint 
Sub-Tot 
Ind Exp 
Ind Rev 
Total 
AvOff 
(Remun) 
(Educ) 
Source: based 
Lotus Glen 
No. 
614082 
1830 
156166 
172505 
132568 
0 
178470 
1255621 
256285 
-425882 
1086024 
80 
100422 
8660 
on QCS( 
% 
56.54 
0.17 
14.38 
15.88 
12.21 
0.00 
16.43 
115.62 
23.60 
-39.21 
100.00 
9.25 
0.80 
Ddata 
Farm 
CostAn 
7676.03 
22.88 
1952.08 
2156.31 
165710 
0.00 
2230.88 
15695.26 
3203.56 
-5323.53 
13575.30 
1255.28 
108.25 
ure by Institution-Open Custodv 
Townsville Farm 
No. 
723827 
2445 
137916 
140946 
61250 
38393 
58781 
1163558 
39725 
-253716 
949567 
72 
85368 
1553 
% 
76.23 
0.26 
14.52 
14.84 
6.45 
4.04 
6.19 
122.54 
4.18 
-26.72 
100.00 
8.99 
0.16 
Cost/In 
10053.15 
33.96 
1915.50 
195758 
850.69 
533.24 
816.40 
16160.53 
551.74 
-3523.83 
13188.43 
1185.67 
21.57 
r 
Numinbah 
No. 
900410 
11318 
164003 
147821 
150238 
57227 
46514 
1477531 
184611 
-380793 
1281349 
73 
124972 
4295 
% 
70.27 
0.88 
12.80 
11.54 
11.72 
4.47 
3.63 
115.31 
14.41 
-29.72 
100.00 
9.75 
0.34 
Cost/In 
12334.38 
155.04 
2246.62 
2024.95 
2058.05 
783.93 
63718 
20240.15 
2528.92 
-5216.34 
17552J3 
1711.95 
Table 8.9.2 
Disaggregated Expenditure by Institution-Open Custody 
Expenditure 
Area 
Wages 
Staff Exp 
Cat & prov 
Off Exp 
Admin 
Prop Man 
Cap & Maint 
Sub-Tot 
Ind Exp 
Ind Rev 
Total 
AvOff 
(Remun) 
(Educ) 
Source: based 
Palen Cree 
No. 
954049 
21139 
126063 
179210 
108050 
67452 
27415 
1483378 
2158 
-27765 
1457771 
76 
91777 
18321 
on QCSC ( 
% 
65.45 
1.45 
8.65 
12.29 
7.41 
4.63 
1.88 
101.76 
0.15 
-1.9 
100 
6.3 
1.26 
data 
k 
Cost/In 
12553.28 
278.14 
1658.72 
2358.03 
1421.71 
887.53 
360.72 
19518.13 
28.39 
-365.33 
19181.2 
1207.59 
241.07 
Westbrook 
No. 
1386661 
68512 
168140 
226102 
196332 
67783 
102831 
2216361 
160324 
-179646 
2197039 
80 
28455 
67750 
% 
63.11 
3.12 
7.65 
10.29 
8.94 
3.09 
4.68 
100.88 
7.3 
-8.18 
100 
1.3 
3.08 
Cost/In 
17333.26 
856.4 
2101.75 
2826.28 
2454.15 
847.29 
1285.39 
27704.51 
2004.05 
-2245.58 
27462.99 
355.69 
846.88 
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Table 8.10 gives the annual staff salaries for each QCSC managed 
open custody centre. The high ratio of staff to inmates at Lotus Glen Farni 
results in low average annual salaries although as with the other institutions 
the proportion of custodial to administrative staff is not known. Palen Creek 
and Numinbah on the other hand have low ratios but the average wage at 
Palen Creek is much higher despite these being similar institutions. 
Table 8.10 
Open Custody 
Numinbah 
Palen Creek 
Lotus Glen Fann 
Townsville Fann 
Avoff 
84 
77 
80 
72 
IN/Staff 
3.6 
37 
7.7 
5.4 
App Staff 
23.33 
21.39 
22.22 
20.00 
Wage Exp 
900410 
954049 
614082 
723827 
Wage/Staff 
38589 
44604.89 
27633.69 
36191.35 
Source: based on QCSC data 
In Table 8.11 the highest and lowest cost institution/expenditure area 
have been added in a similar fashion as in Table 8.8. According to Table 8.9.1 
the figure for Townsville Fann's expenditure on property management and 
capital and maintenance has been aggregated. Therefore this has been 
allocated between these two in Table 8.8. Adding the high cost areas gives a 
figure of in excess of twice that of the low cost areas suggesting that these 
prisons could be operated more economically by reducing allocations to 
certain expenditure areas or at least by raising levels of efficiency. 
Table 8.11 
Lowest and Highest Unit Cost/Expenditure-Open Custody 
Expenditure 
Area 
Wages 
Staff Exp 
Cat & prov 
Off Exp 
Admin 
Prop Man 
Cap & Maint 
Ind Net 
Total 
Source: Tables £ 
Lowest Unit Cost 
Prison 
Lotus Glen Farm 
Lotus Glen Farm 
Palen Creek 
Townsville 
Townsville 
Townsville 
Palen Creek 
Townsville 
5.9.1 and 8.9.2 
CostAnmate 
7,676.03 
22.88 
1,658.72 
1,957.58 
850.69 
533.24 
360.72 
-2,972.10 
10,087.76 
Highest Unit Cost 
Prison 
Palen Creek 
Palen Creek 
Lotus Glen Farm 
Palen Creek 
Numinbah 
Townsville 
Townsville 
Palen Creek 
Cost/Inmate 
12,553.28 
278.14 
2,246.62 
2,358.03 
2,058.05 
1,115.44 
1,115.44 
-336.93 
21,388.06 
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Table 8.12 
Region 
Northern 
Southem 
Nth Coast 
Metropolitan 
Central 
Total 
Community Supe 
Salaries 
2351830 
1466383 
2702681 
3518689 
1637388 
11676971 
Staff Exp 
77890 
16058 
45521 
46025 
91347 
276841 
rvision Expenditures 
Cat& 
Prov 
85 
0 
0 
0 
0 
85 
Off 
Exp 
11106 
1245 
15136 
16833 
740 
45060 
Medica 
Exp 
9229 
0 
306 
11 
1260 
by Region, 1995/96 ($) 
Admin 
366676 
174415 
328109 
388507 
219945 
10806 1477652 
Prop Mar 
300845 
244440 
221261 
407593 
159659 
1333798 
Cap& 
Maint 
14703 
87758 
31180 
40730 
40177 
214548 
Total 
3132364 
1990299 
3344194 
4418388 
2150516 
15035761 
Source: based on QCSC data 
In temns of annual outlays the largest of the regions is the Brisbane 
Metropolitan region accounting for just fewer than 30 per cent of all 
expenditures while the Southem region is the smallest with 13.2 per cent. As 
with custodial corrections salaries, at around 78 per cent, form the largest 
proportion of total expenditures although this is less than the average for the 
custodial institutions. It should be pointed out here that the number of 
offenders supervised per year was not available and therefore the unit costs 
could not be calculated for each region. 
8.4 Community Custody 
As discussed in Chapter 5 community custody consists of supervised 
accommodation which provides for the release of inmates during the day for 
the purpose of seeking work. Since some of these are contract managed a 
disaggregated expenditure figure is not available for all hostels. However, 
Table 8.13 divides community corrections into four broad areas - commission 
hostels, contract hostels. Work Outreach Camps (WORC) and Work 
Outstations. 
Table 8.14 shows the total expenditures for all areas of QCSC inmate 
supervision aggregated by area together with the number of inmates 
supervised and average annual per inmate cost. 
I i i 
Table 8.13 
Hostel 
Commission Hostels 
Contract Hostels 
Outstations 
WORC 
Total 
Source: 
Expenditures on Community Custody by Area ($) 
Sal 
1491959 
27889 
91143 
2815874 
4 4 2 6 ^ 
based on QCSC data 
Staff 
Exp 
4934 
0 
29420 
48411 
82765 
Cat& 
Prov 
169740 
0 
0 
409026 
578766 
Off 
Sep 
Med 
112915 1922 
4586 
0 
0 
0 
498096 16 
615597 1938 
Admin 
107195 
40453 
48639 
770614 
966901 
Prop 
Man 
39868 
0 
0 
118281 
Cap& 
Maint 
53765 
0 
0 
21522; 
Gont 
Fee 
0 
926134 
231166 
0 
Total 
198229J 
999062 
400368 
487554( 
158141268981115730 825726? 
Table 8.14 
Unit Costs by Supervision Type 
Supervision Type 
Secure Custody 
Open Custody 
Community Custody 
Community Supervision* 
Total 
Total Exp 
62368418 
6971750 
8257271 
15035761 
92633200 
Inmates 
1699 
381 
338 
22494 
24912 
CostAnmate/Annum 
36708.0009 
18298.5006 
24429.0008 
668.4343 
3718.4107 
Source: based on QCSC data 
*Community supervision numbers estimated on the basis of an average of the 
number of persons at the end of June 1996 and end of June 1995 
Perhaps surprisingly community corrections hostels are on an 
inmate/annum basis more costly than open custody. It should be noted, 
however, that as stated in the QCSC Annual Report for 1996 there was 
approximately a 20 per cent increase on the 1995 expenditure figure due to 
revised award conditions in the Work Outreach Camps and additional staffing 
in hostels. 
Indeed, as shown in Chapter 5, there has been a trend away from 
WORC towards hostel accommodation and if this trend continues it may be 
that this figure falls. The estimated average annual cost/inmate at the hostels 
is around $22,000 compared to $26,000 for WORC. Nevertheless, this 
appears to be an expensive form of custody when compared to the figure for 
the open custody centres. 
The distribution of QCSC resources is shown in Table 8.15. 
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Table 8.15 
Percentage Expenditure Allocations by Supervision Type 
$upen/isionType 
Secure Custody 
Open Custody 
Community Corrections 
Community Supervision 
% Expenditure 
67.3 
7.5 
8.9 
16.2 
% Offenders 
6.8 
1.5 
1.4 
90.3 
Source: based on QCSC data 
Table 8.15 serves to highlight the unequal distribution of resources 
between offender institutions. In particular while only 6.8 per cent of inmates 
are held in secure custody these inmates receive 67.3 per cent of ail 
expenditures. At the other end of the spectrum community supervision has 
the responsibility for over 90 per cent of offenders while using only 16.2 per 
cent of QCSC allocations. 
8.5 Conclusion 
This chapter provides a detailed breakdown of QCSC direct recurrent 
expenditures on its prison institutions as well as a comparison of expenditure 
on other areas of offender management. It should be noted that here only the 
direct costs of imprisonment are taken into account and not included are 
factors such as loss of productivity while in prison (where an offender was 
employed), welfare payments to inmate families, the costs of apprehension 
and conviction and QCSC administrative expenditures. Corporate support 
was given as over $30 million in 1995/96 (QCSC Annual Report, 1996) which 
is approximately $1200 per offender per year. However, the comparisons are 
useful as an indicator of effective resource distribution. 
The main points to emerge may be summarised as follows 
• secure custody is around twice as expensive per inmate per year as open 
custody. 
• there exists variation in costs between institutions even where there are 
similarities in inmate classification. 
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• there exists considerable variation between institutions when expenditure 
areas are compared. Institutions may be able to learn from each other 
and hence raise levels of efficiency in expenditure allocations. 
• community supervision is very inexpensive when compared to the other 
forms of offender management. 
• hostels are relatively expensive when compared to open custody. This 
may be as a result of their small size this not being conducive to any 
benefits of scale economies. Of course there are logistical problems in 
attempting to alter this since they are largely situated in residential areas in 
order to provide work opportunities. 
• a very large proportion of QCSC expenditures is allocated to secure and 
open custody (74.8 per cent) for a relatively small proportion of offenders 
(8.3 per cent). Community corrections and community supen/ision receive 
only 25.2 per cent of allocations for a 91.7 per cent of offenders. 
On the basis of the following observations some policy suggestions 
might be made. Firstly, the QCSC might consider removing from secure 
custody any inmates who might be eligible for transfer to open custody. 
These open custody institutions can then be expanded while a contraction in 
secure custody institutions takes place. 
Secondly specialist administrators from institutions could spend time in 
consultation with those from other institutions in order to gain insights into 
more efficient ways of allocating outlays. 
Thirdly, some consideration should be given to increasing the size of 
hostel accommodation, (taking into consideration the inherent disadvantages) 
in an attempt to bring about a reduction in unit costs. 
Finally and perhaps most importantly from a cost perspective more 
attention should be directed towards the system of community supervision in 
an attempt to evaluate its potential benefits. Inmates could be closely 
scrutinised with a view to selecting them for this programme and could be 
more closely monitored if this was considered necessary. More specifically, a 
programme of parole could be designed to provide adequate and constructive 
supervision for particular inmates with particular needs. While this may 
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involve additional costs, these can be quickly recouped in the fonn of savings 
achieved by eariier release or delayed readmlssion. 
190 
CHAPTER 9 
Readmlssion Rates and the Identification of High Risk Groups 
A Multiple Regression Approach 
M Introduction 
This chapter uses data on a sample of inmates released from prison in 
Queensland. It first looks at the characteristics of the cohort before using 
econometric techniques to achieve specified objectives. These objectives are 
as follows: 
« to measure the degree of success of inmates released in the sample. 
Success is broadly defined in terms of the length of the offence free 
period after release. 
» to identify those factors from a range of variables which may affect the 
length of the offence free period. 
The approach is twofold. Firstly, in this chapter a quantitative approach 
is employed using multiple regression analysis. Secondly, in Chapter 10, a 
more descriptive approach is used to confirm the results given in the 
regression and to explain any data inconsistencies revealed in the analysis. 
U The Data 
The data in the next two chapters have been supplied by the Queensland 
Corrective Services Commission from its Correctional Information System. 
Care has been taken to ensure that the sample is error free and where errors 
have been detected records have been eliminated if the source of the error 
cannot be traced. The sample consists of inmates released from Queensland 
prisons between 1st January 1992 and 31st December 1994 on a community 
supervision or parole order. That is to say they are inmates who are being 
supervised for a specified period after release. The follow up period was 
either the length of the inmates' parole or the time of their release to 24th April 
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1996. The infonnation is based on records routinely collected on admission to 
prison and entered during the inmates' period of imprisonment. 
9.3 Characteristics of Prisoners Released on Parole 
This section provides a description of the characteristics of the inmates on 
whom the study was conducted and gives an insight as to the general nature 
of releasees. The following section uses regression to analyse the overall 
success rate on release. It should be noted that not all data for all inmates 
were complete and these have therefore been excluded from certain sections 
of the analysis. For example, employment status, educational level and others 
may not have been recorded at the time of admission. 
9.3.1 Age on Admission 
Table 9.1 shows that the majority of inmates from this group were admitted to 
prison while relatively young. Indeed, 42.7 per cent were under the age of 25 
when imprisoned and in excess of half were under 30. The average age of 
admission of this group was 29.2 years while the median age was 21 with 86 
inmates, representing 6.2 per cent of the group. 
Table 9.1 
Offend 
Age Group 
Under 20 
Over 20 and under 25 
Over 25 and under 30 
Over 30 and under 35 
Over 35 and under 40 
Over 40 and under 45 
Over 45 and under 50 
Over 50 and under 60 
Over 60 
Total unknown 
TOTAL 
ers' Age on Admission 
No of Inmates 
222 
370 
257 
197 
134 
97 
55 
29 
14 
9 
1384 
% 
16.0 
26.7 
18.6 
14.2 
97 
7.0 
4.0 
2.1 
1.0 
07 
100.0 
Cumulative % 
16.0 
42.7 
61.3 
75.5 
85.2 
92.2 
96.2 
98.3 
99.3 
100.0 
Source: QCSC data 
192 
9.3.2 Age on Release 
Table 9.2 shows the age of the inmates in the sample when released from 
prison to serve their parole period. It can be seen that almost 60 per cent of 
the inmates were under the age of 30 when released while less than 10 per 
cent were over the age of 40. In addition, but not shown, the average age of 
the cohort was 30.4 years while the most commonly occurring age was 20, 
that is, 89 inmates or 6.3 per cent of the group. 
Table 9.2 
Offenders' Age on Release 
Age Group 
Under 20 
Over 20 and under 25 
Over 25 and under 30 
Over 30 and under 35 
Over 35 and under 40 
Over 40 and under 45 
Over 45 and under 50 
Over 50 and under 55 
Over 55 and under 60 
Over 60 
Total 
No. of inmateis 
123 
413 
287 
204 
177 
104 
66 
34 
17 
10 
1435 
% 
8.6 
28.8 
20.0 
14.2 
12.3 
7.2 
4.6 
2.4 
1.2 
0.7 
100.0 
Cumulative 
% 
8.6 
37.4 
57.4 
71.6 
83.9 
91.1 
95.7 
98.1 
99.3 
100.0 
Source based on QCSC data 
Table 9.3 gives a breakdown by age of the Queensland population taken from 
the 1991 census. 
Table 9.3 shows that the prison population is far from representative of 
the Queensland population as a whole. More specifically, while, for example 
57.4 per cent of the prison population is between 17 and 30 this figure for the 
Queensland population is 27.6 per cent. For the under 35s these figures are 
71.6 per cent and 38.3 per cent respectively. These age groups are therefore 
very much over-represented among the prison cohort. 
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Queensland 
Age Group 
Under 20 
Over 20 and under 25 
Over 25 and under 30 
Over 30 and under 35 
Over 35 and under 40 
Over 40 and under 45 
Over 45 and under 50 
Over 50 and under 55 
Over 55 and under 60 
Over 60 
Total 
Table 9.3 
Population Age Profile 
Qld Population 
147,267 
234,884 
228,708 
235,887 
222,055 
220,934 
179,144 
144,645 
123,096 
473,982 
2 976 597 
% 
67 
10.6 
10.3 
107 
10.0 
10.0 
8.1 
6.5 
5.6 
21.5 
100.0 
Cumulative % 
67 
17.3 
27.6 
38.3 
48.3 
58.3 
66.4 
72.9 
78.5 
100.0 
Source: ABS 1991 Census of Population and Housing 
9.3.3. Educational Level 
Table 9.4 shows the highest educational level of inmates on admission on 
their current episode. The Table shows that a very significant percentage 
(41.7 per cent) of inmates released leave school at the eariiest possible 
opportunity. In fact, by year 10, 79.3 per cent of the sample had completed 
their secondary education. The average number of years of schooling is 9.5. 
Estimates show that of the Queensland school attenders as a whole in the 
region of 95 per cent continue their education to year 10 compared to 58.3 per 
cent in this sample. The dropout rate for these releasees after year 10 is even 
more alarming with only 9.3 per cent and 9.6 per cent going on to years 11 
and 12 respectively. According to ABS statistics (Queensland Year Book 
1995) these figures for the Queensland school age population are 88 per cent 
and 83 per cent. 
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Table 9.4 
Offenders' Highest Educationa 
Educational level 
Grade 4 
Grade 5 
Grade 6 
Grade 7 
Grade 8 
Grade 9 
Grade 10 
Grade 11 
Grade 12 
Post secondary 
Tertiary 
Total 
No of Inmates 
3 
6 
20 
54 
158 
301 
497 
122 
126 
7 
17 
1311 
% 
0.2 
0.5 
1.5 
4.1 
12.1 
23.0 
37.9 
9.3 
9.6 
0.5 
1.3 
100.0. 
Level 
Cumulative % 
0.2 
07 
2.2 
6.3 
18.4 
41.1 
79.3 
88.6 
98.2 
98.7 
100.0 
Source: based on QCSC data 
9.3.4. Family Background-Marital Status 
Table 9.5 shows the marital status of the inmates when admitted to prison on 
their current episode. 
Table 9.5 
Offenders' Marital Status 
Marital Status 
De Facto 
Divorced 
Married 
Never married 
Separated 
Widowed 
Total 
No of Inmates 
238 
95 
217 
770 
67 
15 
1402 
% 
17.0 
6.8 
15.5 
54.9 
4.8 
1.1 
100.1 
Cumulative % 
17.0 
23.8 
39.3 
94.2 
99.0 
100.1 
Source: QCSC data 
Table 9.5 shows that over half of the inmates in the sample have 
apparently not been or were not in a "stable" relationship on admission to 
prison although perhaps this is not surprising in view of the age of the inmates 
as shown in Table 9.1. When compared to the Queensland population as a 
whole as shown in Table 9.6 this figure is high since the Table shows 28.9 per 
cent of Queensland population had not had a stable relationship at the time of 
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the 1991 census. Only 15.5 per cent of the inmates In the sample were 
married while 17.0 per cent were in de facto relationships. Table 9.6 shows, 
however, that 56.3 per cent of Queensland population was married in 1991. It 
must be remembered that the average age of the sample in Table 9.5 would be 
far lower than that in Table 9.6. 
Table 9.6 
Queensland Population Marital Status Profile 
Marital Status 
Divorced 
Married 
Never married 
Separated 
Widowed 
Total 
Source: Based on ABS 19S 
No. of people 
126,230 
1,297,128 
666,168 
70,001 
144,017 
2,303,544 
31 Census of Popu 
% 
5.5 
56.3 
28.9 
3.0 
6.3 
Cumulative.% 
5.5 
61.8 
90.7 
93.7 
100.0 
100.0 
ation and Housing 
9.3.5 Family Background - Number of Children 
Table 9.7 gives the number of children which inmates had on admission to 
their current episode. 
Table 9.7 
Offend 
No. of Children by 
Inmates 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
Total 
ers by Number of C 
No of Inmates 
941 
196 
161 
85 
32 
11 
4 
1 
1 
4 
1436 
% 
65.6 
13.6 
11.2 
5.9 
2.2 
0.8 
0.3 
0.1 
0.1 
0.3 
100 
hildren 
Cumulative % 
65.6 
79.1 
90.3 
96.2 
98.4 
99.2 
99.5 
99.6 
99.7 
100.0 
Source: QCSC data 
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Probably by virtue of their age the majority of inmates had no children. 
The average number of children per inmate is around 0.7 for this group, 
probably less than the average for Queensland as a whole but not necessarily 
so in this younger age group where the median age is around 21 years. 
9.3.6 Ethnic Background 
Table 9.9 gives the broad ethnic background of the inmates in the sample. 
The largest ethnic group shown here is white Australian with close to 64 per 
cent of this sample. In terms of the total Queensland population these are 
under-represented since, as shown in Table 9.8 they represent 78.3 per cent 
of the Queensland population. It is definitely true of the Aboriginal population 
that it is over-represented taking up 21.2 per cent of this sample but only 
around 2.4 per cent of the Queensland population. Other ethnic groups which 
are over-represented in relation to the Queensland population are New 
Zealanders and non-English speaking Europeans. 
Table 9.8 
Queensland Population Ethnic Backg 
Ethnic Background 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Asia 
Europe & Nth America (English Speaking) 
Europe (Non-English Speaking) 
Middle East and Africa 
New Zealand 
White Australian 
Others 
Total 
No. of People 
70,070 
26,156 
200,156 
76,320 
10,836 
92,044 
2,332,615 
170,016 
2,978,212 
round Pro1 
% 
2.4 
26,156.0 
6.7 
2.6 
0.4 
3.1 
78.3 
57 
100.0 
file 
Cumulative % 
2.4 
3.2 
10.0 
12.5 
12.9 
16.0 
94.3 
100.0 
Source: Based on ABS 1991 Census of Population and Housing 
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Table 9.9 
Offenders' Ethnic Background 
Ethnic Background 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Asia 
Europe & Nth America (English Speaking) 
Europe (Non-English Speaking) 
Middle East and Africa 
New Zealand 
White Australian 
Others 
Total 
Source based on QCSC data 
No. of inmates 
290 
7 
46 
53 
10 
74 
15 
867 
1362 
% 
21.3 
0.5 
3.4 
3.9 
0.7 
5.4 
1.1 
63.7 
100.0 
Cumulative % 
21.3 
21.8 
25.2 
29.1 
29.8 
35.2 
36.3 
100.0 
9.3.7 Linguistic/Cultural Background 
Table 9.10 is based on Table 9.9 and aggregates the data to show the 
linguistic or cultural background of the offenders in the sample. 
Table 9.10 
Offenders' Linguistic/Cultura 
Linguistic/Cultural Background 
Aboriginal 
English Speaking 
Non English Speaking 
Total 
No of Inmates 
290 
987 
85 
1362 
Background 
% 
21.3 
72.5 
6.2 
100.0 
Cumulative % 
21.3 
93.8 
100.0 
Source: Based on Table 9.9 
In Table 9.10 Aboriginals have been treated as a separate 
cultural/linguistic group Although largely a cultural minority they may also have 
linguistic variation particularly in remote communities. Perhaps surprisingly 
non-English speaking inmates formed only 6.2 per cent of the total. 
9.3.8 Employment Status 
Table 9.11 shows the employment status of inmates when admitted to 
custody. 
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Table 9.11 
Offenders' 
Employment Status 
Employed 
Home duties 
Pensioner 
Self-employed 
Student 
Unemployed 
Total 
Employment 
No Of 
Inmates 
325 
10 
45 
31 
3 
504 
918 
Status on Admission 
% 
35.4 
1.1 
4.9 
3.4 
0.3 
54.9 
100.0 
Cumulative % 
35.4 
36.5 
41.4 
44.8 
45.1 
100.0 
Source: QCSC data 
While the table shows around 55 per cent of inmates to be unemployed 
when admitted to custody in reality, it is likely to be greater than this since a 
large proportion of the sample has no employment status given. 35.3 per cent 
of those with known employment status did, however, have employment 
before being arrested. When the self-employed are added to this the figure 
becomes closer to 40 per cent. The addition of pensioners to the unemployed 
group brings the figure up to around 60 per cent. There is obviously a large 
discrepancy between unemployment rates in this group and the Queensland 
population as a whole where the unemployment rate would have been in the 
region of 10 per cent and would never have come close to the 55 per cent 
rate evident for this sample. 
9.3.9 Previous Convictions 
Table 9.12 gives the known previous episodes for this cohort. An episode 
refers to a new offence which occurs after an inmate has been fully 
discharged, that is, from both custodial and community corrections. 
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Table 9.12 
Offenders by Number of Previous Episodes 
Known Previous Episodes 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
Total 
No. of Inmates 
769 
392 
191 
47 
27 
4 
3 
1 
1 
1435 
% 
53.6 
27.2 
13.3 
3.3 
1.9 
0.3 
0.2 
0.1 
0.1 
100.0 
Cumulative % 
53.6 
80.8 
94.1 
97.4 
99.3 
99.6 
99.8 
99.9 
100.0 
Source: QCSC data 
Table 9.12 shows that in excess of 50 per cent of inmates has no known 
previous episodes. Although the table gives no indication of the age groups 
which are re-offending it is likely that given the proportion of offenders in the 
younger age groups that these make up a significant proportion of the no 
previous episode group. It should also be borne in mind that close to 50 per cent 
of the inmates have been in custody before and while 27 per cent have had only 
one prior episode over 18 per cent have 2 or more. It should be pointed out here 
that if an inmate offends while on parole this does not constitute a new episode 
but merely a continuation of the previous episode. In reality then if all previous 
convictions were considered the numbers would be higher. 
9.3.10 Prison of Release 
Table 9.13 shows the correctional centres or camps from which this cohort 
was released. 
Table 9.13 shows that the majority of inmates in the sample were released 
from Wacol, a medium to low security prison followed by the Western 
Outreach Camp at Charieville (low), then Lotus Glen (medium), Borallon 
(medium) and Numinbah (low). This would be expected since offenders are 
normally moved to lower security institutions as they approach the end of their 
custodial sentence. 
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Table 9.13 
Offenders by Centre of Release 
Prison 
Arthur Gonie 
Borallon 
Brisbane (Women) 
Industrial Camp (Wacol) 
Lotus Glen 
Moreton 
Numinbah 
Palen Creek 
Rockhampton 
Sir David Longland 
Townsville (Men) 
Townsville (Female) 
Wacol 
Wore Charieville 
Total 
No. of inmates 
82 
132 
57 
40 
158 
33 
125 
78 
110 
33 
166 
20 
213 
188 
1435 
% 
5.7 
9.2 
4.0 
2.8 
11.0 
2.3 
8.7 
5.4 
77 
2.3 
11.6 
1.4 
14.8 
13.1 
100.0 
Cumulative % 
57 
14.9 
18.9 
217 
32.7 
35.0 
43.7 
54.5 
62.2 
64.5 
76.1 
77.5 
92.3 
100.0 
Source: based on QCSC data 
9.3.11 Unemployment by Postcode Area 
Table 9.14 gives the unemployment rates for the postcode areas from which 
the inmates were admitted. These are based on the ABS 1991 census. 
Table 9.14 
Unemployment i 
Unemployment Rate 
0-4 
5-9 
10-14 
15-19 
Over 20 
Total 
n Inmates' Home Suburb 
No of Inmates % 
12 
322 
652 
256 
106 
1348 
Cumulative % 
0.9 
23.9 
48.3 
19.0 
7.9 
100.0 
Source: based on QCSC and ABS data 
Average unemployment for Queensland was around 11 per cent in the 
year of the census and Table 9.14 shows that a significant proportion of 
inmates come from high unemployment areas. 
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9.3.12 Average Income by Postcode Area 
Table 9.15 shows average income by the postcode area from which inmates 
were admitted. These figures are based on the ABS census in 1991. Average 
income was estimated to be around $32,000 for that year and Table 9.15 
shows that a high proportion of inmates come from suburbs where average 
incomes are below this figure. 
Table 9.15 
Average Income in Inmates' Home Suburb 
Average Income ($) 
20,000-24,999 
25,000-29,999 
30,000-34,999 
35,000-39,999 
40,000-44,999 
45,000-49,999 
50,000 > 
Total 
No. of Inmates 
20 
350 
554 
319 
66 
29 
14 
1352 
% 
1.5 
25.9 
41.0 
23.6 
4.9 
2.1 
1.0 
100.0 
Cumulative % 
1.5 
27.4 
68.4 
92.0 
96.9 
99.0 
100.0 
Source: based on QCSC and ABS data 
9.4Summary 
As shown previously the prison population is not representative of the 
Australian or Queensland population as a whole. By and large the released 
inmates are under the age of 35, come from poorer, relatively high 
unemployment suburbs, they are poorly educated, single and unemployed at 
the time of admission. Indeed while unemployment in Queensland is around 10 
per cent on average, for this cohort close to 60 per cent were unemployed. 
These factors will undoubtedly mitigate against the probability of success on 
release from prison. 
Using ordinary least squares regression analysis the next section attempts 
to identify factors that determine the degree of success achieved by the 
inmates in the sample. Success is defined as neither re-offending nor 
breaching parole during the observation period or more precisely it is 
measured in terms of the number of offence free days from the time of release. 
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9.5 Factors Affecting the Post-Release Performance of Inmates Released 
on Parole from Queensland Prisons 
This section utilises multiple regression analysis to determine those variables 
which are significant in affecting readmlssion rates for inmates on parole from 
Queensland's prisons. Readmlssion is defined as a return to custody on the 
present episode either due to re-offence or due to a parole violation or breach. 
The variables used in the regression seek to explain the variation in the 
offence free period as measured in the data and are as follows: 
9.5.1 The Dependent Variable 
OFFREE: this is a measure of the number of offence free days from the day 
of release from custody to either a) readmlssion resulting from a criminal 
offence 
or b) readmlssion due to a breach of parole 
or c) the end of the observation period 
9.5.2 The Explanatory Variables and the Expectations. 
1. AGEADMIT: age of admission to custody given in decimalised years. 
2. AGERELEA: age of release from custody for current episode in 
decimalised years. The expectation was that the readmlssion rate would fall 
as age increased. 
3. AVINC: average income level in the suburb of admission (estimated from 
ABS data) This variable was included since theories on criminal behaviour 
would suggest that poverty is a motivating factor and evidence shows that 
crime is more prevalent among poorer sections of the community A positive 
relationship would be expected between income and the offence free period. 
4. AVIOL:average number of violations while in prison for present sentence is 
calculated as Custodial Sentence/No of Violations The expectation was that 
inmates who did not conform to institutional rules would be more likely to be 
re-admitted. That is, an inverse relationship was expected. 
5. AVPRISI: the average amount of time per prison during current sentence 
calculated as Custodial Sentence/Number of Prisons .The expectation was 
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that inmates who are moved frequently within the prison'system are likely to 
have a lower offence free period. 
6. AVSEN: the average sentence given to a crime category (a measure of the 
seriousness of the crime). QGSC data on sentence length served were 
unreliable prior to 1992 and average sentence length was therefore calculated 
from a large sample of inmates within a crime category (138, 000 records 
were used). The expectation was that the more serious the crime for which an 
inmate was imprisoned the lower the likelihood of re-offence or readmission. 
7 CUSTSEN: custodial sentence given by the courts in decimalised years 
8. EDULVL: educational level given in the number of years of schooling. The 
hypothesis was that better educated inmates have greater employment 
opportunities and therefore are less likely to re-offend. As a result the greater 
the number of years of schooling the longer would be the offence free period. 
9. ETHNI: Ethnic background 0 = OthenA/ise 1 = Aboriginal 
Given the high percentage that Aboriginals represent within the prison 
population it was expected that failure rates would be higher among this 
group. 
10. EMPLSTAT: employment status at time of incarceration. 
0 = Otherwise 1 = Employed The expectation was that inmates who were 
employed on admission to prison had labour force skills which could be used 
on release and therefore would be less likely to fail. 
11. LANGI: a measure of cultural or linguistic variation. 
0 = Aboriginal 2 = English speaker 1 = Non-English speaker 
This was graded accordingly to linguistic/ cultural disadvantage and an 
inverse relationship was expected. 
12. MARITAL: Marital Status 0 = Otherwise 1 = Married 
The expectation was that married inmates would perform better on release 
than single inmates. 
13. NCHILD: number of children on admission to custody. A positive 
relationship was expected between the offence free period and the number of 
children. 
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14. NPREVCO: the number of previous episodes (in custody). If theories on 
recidivism and criminal habituality are accepted a negative relationship should 
be evident. 
15. NUMPRIS: the number of prisons during current episode. Similar to 
AVPRISI. 
16. NVIOLPRI: total number of violations in prison during current sentence. 
Similar to AVIOL. 
17. PARSENT: parole sentence given by the courts in decimalised years. A 
positive relationship was the expectation. 
18. PARSERV: the length of the parole period served based on QCSC data 
A positive relationship would be the expectation here. It should be noted that 
this does not necessarily coincide with the parole period given by the courts. 
More specifically, an inmate is given a minimum custodial sentence which will 
be followed by a specified parole period on release. However release on 
parole is not automatic. Inmates are required to apply for parole and may be 
refused if it is considered that they have not been sufficiently rehabilitated. 
This will therefore not necessarily correspond with PARSENT. 
19. PRISSECI: security level of prison of release 
i = Open 1 = Low 
2 = Medium 3 = High 
The expectation was that the higher the security level of the prison of release 
the shorter the offence free period. 
20. PUNEMP: unemployment rate in the offender's home suburb. The 
expectation was that inmates from high unemployment suburbs would record 
lower offence free periods. 
21. SECREL: type of prison release 
0 = open custody 1 = secure custody Similar to PRISSECI. 
22. TOTCUSTI: total time spent in custody on present episode. Similar to 
AVSEN and CUSTSEN but data unreliable prior to 1992. 
205 
9.5.3 Variables not Included 
A number of other explanatory variables could not be included due to lack of 
data. These, however, may be important in explaining the post-release 
performance of inmates and include: 
• employment on release: there is some evidence to suggest that 
inmates who find employment quickly on release are less likely to 
re-offend or to be re-admitted to custody within their parole period. 
• occupation while in prison: this is related to the previous variable. If 
inmates hold a steady employment position while in prison they 
may have a better chance of finding employment on release. 
• financial position on release: if inmates are able to accumulate 
funds during their incarceration they are better equipped to 
establish themselves once outside the institution. 
• drug use: there is ample evidence to connect crime with drug and 
alcohol abuse. 
• sibling criminal records: there is a suggestion that the likelihood of 
committing crime increases if other family members have criminal 
records (Dilulio, 1996) 
• family functionality: there appears to be a higher incidence of 
criminal activity among people from so called dysfunctional families. 
i.6 The Regression 
The regression co-efficients were estimated using ordinary least squares and 
are shown in Table 9.16. Age of admission was omitted from the regression 
since it was unlikely to have any significant bearing on post release performance 
and age of release was considered to be a more accurate indicator. The results 
of the regression are given in Table 9.16. 
Table 9.16 shows that when the 21 variables were included the only 
significant ones were AVIOL AVPRISI, NUMPRIS, EMPLSTAT, ETHNI, AVIOL, 
PARSENT PARSERV and AVPRIS. While the adjusted R2 was around 0.27 the 
F statistic was relatively low at 15.23. Not all variables, however, performed 
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according to the expectations as previously described. This undoubtedly 
resulted from multicollinearity problems and subsequent tables indicate how this 
problem was minimised. Firstly, it was felt that although significant EMPLSTAT 
should be removed since more than one third of the observations were 
incomplete. The result is shown in Table 9.17 
Table 9.16 
Regression Co-efficients with 21 Variables Included 
Sample(adjusted): 1 1434 
Included observations: 822 
Excluded observations: 612 after adjusting endpoints 
White Heteroskedasticity-Consistent Standard Errors & Covariance 
Variable 
CONSTANT 
AGERELEA 
AVINC 
AVIOL 
AVPRISI 
AVSEN 
CUSTSEN 
ETHNI 
EDULEVL 
EMPLSTAT 
LANGI 
MARITAL 
NCHILD 
NPREVCO 
NUMPRIS 
NVIOLPRI 
PARSENT 
PARSERV 
PRISSEC1 
PUNEMP 
SECREL 
T0TCUST1 
Coefficient 
943.9674 
1.528143 
-0.003082 
-62.1586 
55.62489 
-0.113803 
-6.004135 
-209.08 
-7.677851 
67.15732 
-36.49597 
13.31393 
-8.528077 
-7.253536 
-63.53247 
-10.92384 
-18.55127 
105.8425 
-16.92773 
-328.5021 
-66.99108 
4.321144 
Std. Error 
163.3341 
1.223512 
0.002612 
22.0516 
29.41223 
6.390557 
8.649501 
79.86272 
6.526545 
21.06744 
39.12172 
22.58378 
9.098161 
10.00237 
9.85482 
3.635463 
9.878731 
17.79516 
24.27755 
365.4134 
47.42138 
16.24052 
t-Statistic 
5.779364 
1.248981 
-1.179617 
-2.81878 
1.891216 
-0.017808 
-0.69416 
-2.617992 
-1.176404 
3.18773 
-0.932882 
0.589535 
-0.937341 
-0.725182 
-6.446842 
-3.004801 
-1.8779 
5.947823 
-0.697258 
-0.898988 
-1.412677 
0.266072 
Prob. 
0 
0.212 
0.2385 
0.0049 
0.059 
0.9858 
0.4878 
0.009 
0.2398 
0.0015 
0.3512 
0.5557 
0.3489 
0.4686 
0 
0.0027 
0.0608 
0 
0.4858 
0.3689 
0.1581 
0.7903 
R-squared 
Adjusted R-squared 
S.E. of regression 
Sum squared resid 
Log likelihood 
Durbin-Watson stat 
0.285593 
0.26684 
284.7648 
64872800 
-5800.885 
1.94224 
Mean dependent var 
S.D. dependentvar 
Akaike info criterion 
Schwarz criterion 
F-statistic 
Prob(F-statistic) 
498.3783 
332.5729 
11.32973 
11.45583 
15.22905 
0 
207 
Table 9.17 
Regression Co-efficients with EMPLSTAT Omitted 
Sample(adjusted): 11434 
Included observations: 1172 
Excluded observations: 262 after adjusting endpoints 
White Heteroskedasticity-Consistent Standard Errors & Covariance 
Variable 
CONSTANT 
AGERELEA 
AVINC 
AVIOL 
AVPRISI 
AVSEN 
CUSTSEN 
ETHNI 
EDULEVL 
LANG1 
MARITAL 
NCHILD 
NPREVCO 
NUMPRIS 
NVIOLPRI 
PARSENT 
PARSERV 
PRISSEC1 
PUNEMP 
SECREL 
T0TCUST1 
Coefficient, 
886.0445 
1.741921 
-0.003053 
-56.70073 
32.04635 
2.63717 
-0.473844 
-75.15329 
-2.541216 
40.18482 
23.05967 
-25.06668 
-19.34145 
-81.01253 
-12.6895 
-32.66612 
133.5929 
-36.24726 
-88.21941 
-54.43566 
9.865932 
«Std. Error 
144.816 
1.096774 
0.002286 
1710383 
22.69484 
5.48321 
4.035577 
76.607 
5.92076 
37.88133 
20.35427 
8.479986 
9.683688 
9.343971 
3.715746 
9.47724 
15.47183 
22.12344 
309.9714 
42.88387 
14.07175 
l-Statistic 
6.118415 
1.588223 
-1.335833 
-3.31509 
1.412055 
0.480954 
-0.117417 
-0.981024 
-0.429204 
1.060808 
1.132916 
-2.955982 
-1.997323 
-8.670032 
-3.415061 
-3.446797 
8.634587 
-1.63841 
-0.284605 
-1.269374 
0.701116 
Prob. 
0 
0.1125 
0.1819 
0.0009 
0.1582 
0.6306 
0.9066 
0.3268 
0.6679 
0.289 
0.2575 
0.0032 
0.046 
0 
0.0007 
0.0006 
0 
0.1016 
0.776 
0.2046 
0.4834 
R-squared 
Adjusted R-squared 
S.E. of regression 
Sum squared resid 
Log likelihood 
Durbin-Watson stat 
0.328517 
0.316849 
308.2539 
1.09E+08 
-8369.044 
1.97886 
Mean dependent var 
S.D.dependent var 
Akaike info criterion 
Schwarz criterion 
F-statistic 
Prob(F-statistic) 
610.1049 
372.9497 
11.4796 
11.57038 
28.15577 
0 
Table 9.17 shows that the number of included observations rose to 1172 after 
EMPLSTAT had been omitted from the regression. The significant variables now 
emerge as AVIOL AVSEN NCHILD NPREVCO NUMPRIS NVIOLPRI and 
PARSERV. The adjusted R^ increased to 0.32 while the F-statistic increased to 
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28.2. Since ETHNI and LANGI reflected similar criteria as did PRISSECI and 
SECREL the most significant of these two included while the others were 
excluded from the regression. Also omitted were AVIOL, AVPRISI, CUSTSEN, 
PARSENT and TOTCUSTI for similar reasons. The results are shown in Table 
9.18 
Table 9.18 
Regression Co-efficients with 14 Variables Remaining 
Sample(adjusted): 1 1434 
Included observations: 1196 
Excluded observations: 238 after adjusting endpoints 
White Heteroskedasticity-Consistent Standard Errors & Covariance 
Variable 
CONSTANT 
AGERELEA 
AVINC 
AVSEN 
ETHNI 
EDULEVL 
MARITAL 
NCHILD 
NPREVCO 
NUMPRIS 
NVIOLPRI 
PARSERV 
PRISSECI 
PUNEMP 
" Coefficient 
1023.458 
1.44463 
-0.004361 
-3.664585 
-147.2511 
-0.049162 
26.32769 
-25.03913 
-21.02106 
-87.79164 
-11.62232 
110.8778 
-63.80493 
-154.6812 
Std. Error 
121.7597 
1.056677 
0.002281 
5.259698 
24.45156 
5.928712 
20.54899 
8.435879 
9.502115 
7.309099 
3.284575 
12.99916 
11.27088 
305.4343 
t-StatistIc 
8.405563 
1.367144 
-1.911543 
-0.696729 
-6.022156 
-0.008292 
1.281216 
-2.968171 
-2.21225 
-12.01128 
-3.538454 
8.529614 
-5.661044 
-0.50643 
Prob. 
0 
0.1718 
0.0562 
0.4861 
0 
0.9934 
0.2004 
0.0031 
0.0271 
0 
0.0004 
0 
0 
0.6126 
R-squared 
Adjusted R-squared 
S.E. of regression 
Sum squared resid 
Log likelihood 
Durbin-Watson stat 
0.310085 
0.302497 
311.6427 
1.15E+08 
-8557.27 
1.926968 
Mean dependent var 
S.D.dependent var 
Akaike info criterion 
Schwarz criterion 
F-statistic 
Prob(F-statistic) 
611.9348 
373.1504 
11.49535 
11.55489 
40.86577 
0 
The significant variables are now AVINC, ETHNI, NCHILD, 
NPREVCO, NUMPRIS, NVIOLPRI, PARSERV and PRISSECI. The adjusted 
R^ is 0.3 while the F-statistic is 40.9. 
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As shown in previous tables EDULEVL was found in each case to be 
highly insignificant perhaps because of the strong similarities in educational 
levels within the sample. It was therefore omitted. PUNEMP was also found to 
be insignificant and was omitted since it was felt that by and large the 
population of Brisbane, where most inmates are released to, tends to seek 
and gain employment in suburbs outside where they reside. There is also a 
strong correlation between the percentage unemployment rate in a particular 
postcode area and average incomes. The results are shown in Table 9.18 
with 10 of the original variables considered to be significant but not in every 
case complying with expectations 
Table 9.19 
Regression Co-efficients with EDULEVL and PUNEMP Omitted 
Sample(adjusted): 1 1434 
Included observations: 1269 
Excluded obsen/ations: 165 after adjusting endpoints 
White Heteroskedasticity-Consistent Standard Errors & Covariance 
Variable 
CONSTANT 
AGERELEA 
AVINC 
AVSEN 
ETHNI 
MARITAL 
NCHILD 
NPREVCO 
NUMPRIS 
NVIOLPRI 
PARSERV 
PRISSECI 
Coefficient 
980.2099 
1.838147 
-0.003655 
-5.603586 
-147.6354 
35.73767 
-19.77825 
-27.13893 
-88.71452 
-12.40683 
107.982 
-57.66068 
Std. Error 
73.74125 
1.005641 
0.001647 
5.047751 
23.81185 
19.58756 
8.073348 
9.17997 
7.179446 
3.383738 
12.58116 
10.90688 
t-Statistic 
13.29256 
1.827836 
-2.219058 
-1.110115 
-6.200083 
1.824508 
-2.44982 
-2.95632 
-12.35674 
-3.666604 
8.582833 
-5.286633 
Prob. 
0 
0.0678 
0.0267 
0.2672 
0 
0.0683 
0.0144 
0.0032 
0 
0.0003 
0 
0 
R-squared 
Adjusted R-squared 
S.E. of regression 
Sum squared resid 
Log likelihood 
Durbin-Watson stat 
0.313803 
0.307798 
311.2174 
1.22E+08 
-9079.288 
1.90606 
Mean dependent var 
S.D.dependent var 
Akaike info criterion 
Schwarz criterion 
F-statistic 
Prob(F-statistic) 
628.9929 
374.0652 
11.49039 
11.53906 
52.25767 
0 
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When EDULEVL and PUNEMP are omitted the significant variables 
become AGERELEA, AVINC, ETHNI, MARITAL, NCHILD, NPREVCO, 
NUMPRIS, NVIOLPRI, PARSERV and PRISSECI. Since the parole period 
given is related to the length of the custodial sentence (or the seriousness of 
the crime) multicollinearity was suspected between AVSEN and PARSERV. It 
was decided to omit each in turn and when PARSERV is removed the result is 
shown in Table 9.20. 
Table 9.20 
Regression Co-efficients with PARSERV Omitted 
Sample(adjusted): 1 1434 
Included observations: 1269 
Excluded obsen/ations: 165 after adjusting endpoints 
White Heteroskedasticity-Consistent Standard Errors & Covariance 
Variable 
CONSTANT 
AGERELEA 
AVINC 
AVSEN 
ETHNI 
MARITAL 
NCHILD 
NPREVCO 
NUMPRIS 
NVIOLPRI 
PRISSECI 
Coefficient 
1099.141 
2.811958 
-0.004439 
9.724235 
-168.9777 
36.54352 
-21.74519 
-35.61106 
-90.13196 
-14.13016 
-68.82154 
Std. Error 
72.74304 
1.05292 
0.001667 
4.965608 
24.86626 
20.04847 
7.934003 
9.275199 
7.479114 
3.697388 
10.99277 
t-Statistic 
15.10992 
2.670627 
-2.663352 
1.958317 
-6.795461 
1.822759 
-2.740759 
-3.839385 
-12.05115 
-3.82166 
-6.260619 
Prob. 
0 
0.0077 
0.0078 
0.0504 
0 
0.0686 
0.0062 
0.0001 
0 
0.0001 
0 
R-squared 
Adjusted R-squared 
S.E. of regression 
Sum squared resid 
Log likelihood 
Durbin-Watson stat 
0.270482 
0.264683 
320.7631 
1.29E+08 
-9118.131 
1.909361 
Mean dependent var 
S.D.dependent var 
Akaike info criterion 
Schwarz criterion 
F-statistic 
Prob(F-statistic) 
628.9929 
374.0652 
11.55004 
11.59464 
46.64274 
0 
With the omission of PARSERV, AVSEN becomes a significant variable with 
the expected relationship The adjusted R2 has fallen however as has the F-statistic. 
Table 9.21 shows the regression co-efficients when AVSEN is omitted. 
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Table 9.21 shows all variables to be significant when AVSEN is 
omitted. The adjusted R^has increased, as has the F-statistic. 
Table 9.21 
Regression Co-efficient with AVSEN Omitted 
LS // Dependent Variable is OFFREE 
Sample(adjusted): 11434 
Included observations: 1279 
Excluded observations: 155 after adjusting endpoints 
White Heteroskedasticity-Consistent Standard Errors & Covariance 
Variable 
CONSTANT 
AGERELEA 
AVINC 
ETHNI 
MARITAL 
NCHILD 
NPREVCO 
NUMPRIS 
NVIOLPRI 
PARSERV 
PRISSECI 
Coefficient 
975.4202 
1.880058 
-0.003705 
•151.142 
33.47346 
-18.74615 
-26.75156 
-88.78106 
-12.57669 
101.8761 
-58.82103 
Std. Error 
73.52392 
0.999667 
0.001637 
23.59185 
19.49696 
7.972319 
9.146413 
7.155072 
3.425611 
11.67348 
10.77108 
t-Statistic 
13.2667 
1.880684 
-2.263403 
-6.406535 
1.716855 
-2.351405 
-2.924814 
-12.40813 
-3.67137 
8.727135 
-5.461015 
Prob. 
0 
0.0602 
0.0238 
0 
0.0862 
0.0189 
0.0035 
0 
0.0003 
0 
0 
R-squared 
Adjusted R-squared 
S.E. of regression 
Sum squared resid 
Log likelihood 
Durbin-Watson stat 
0.312255 
0.306831 
310.8906 
1.23E+08 
-9150.044 
1.898017 
Mean dependent var 
S.D.dependent var 
Akaike info criterion 
Schwarz criterion 
F-statistic 
Prob(F-statistic) 
628.5012 
373.4117 
11.48745 
11.53177 
57.57057 
0 
The significant variables as shown in the Tables are as follows: 
AGERELEA: the result indicates that the number of offence free days rises as 
the age of release increases. This conforms to expectations since it is less 
likely that inmates in higher age brackets will re-offend or breach their parole. 
This is also evident from examining the age of inmates in prison who 
ovenwhelmingly come from younger age groups. There is some evidence to 
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show that the period of time spent outside prison lengthens as age increases 
(Jones, 1991). 
AVINC: the result in the Tables shows that as the average income in the 
postcode from which the inmate comes (and presumably is released to) rises 
the number of offence free days falls. It is difficult to find an explanation for 
this since it would be expected that inmates released to poorer suburbs would 
be more inclined to commit crime or breached parole than those released to 
wealthier suburbs. 
AVIOL: the result in the Tables shows that the greater the number of 
breaches per period of custody time the fewer the offence free days. More 
specifically it indicates that those inmates who contravene the regulations 
while in prison are also more likely to contravene regulations on release. 
AVPRISI: the result in the Tables indicates that the greater the length of time 
spent in any one prison the less likelihood there is of re-offending or 
breaching parole on release. This may also reflect the overall degree of 
confonnity while institutionalised since inmates may be moved between 
prisons as a result of offending behaviour. However, they may also be moved 
due to reclassification to a lower (or higher) security level or on legitimate 
request. While movement between prisons may in some cases have 
beneficial effects it may also be de-stabilising since inmates need to 
familiarise themselves with new routines and surroundings. This could be 
particulariy true where inmates have held a steady job while in a particular 
prison. 
AVSEN: given that this is a measure of the severity of the offence for which 
the inmate is imprisoned and therefore reflects the period in custody the result 
shows that inmates imprisoned for less serious offences are more likely to re-
offend or breach their parole more quickly. Put another way the extent of post-
release success is greater for those inmates serving longer sentences or 
imprisoned for more serious offences. There may be some evidence here to 
support the deterrence effect of longer sentences. Alternatively it may merely 
be related to the age of the inmate on release. 
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ETHNI: there is a very strong indication here that Aboriginality is an important 
ingredient of post-release failure. That is to say that Aboriginals are far more 
likely to breach parole or commit another offence while on parole than non-
Aboriginals. 
MARITAL: the result here shows that those inmates who are married or who 
are in de-facto relationships will stay out of prison longer than parolees who 
are single. This might be due to the support given by the partner or may 
merely be that inmates tend to come from older age groups and this has 
already been shown to be an important factor contributing to post-release 
success. 
NCHILD: perhaps surprisingly the Tables show that the greater the number of 
children an inmate has on release the greater the likelihood of post-release 
failure. Included as a possible indicator of domestic stability or responsibility 
this variable has emerged as a possible indicator of instability or 
irresponsibility. Although strongly showing an inverse relationship it is not 
possible from the data to detennine whether inmates with large families have 
had children in more than one relationship. This is likely, however. It may also 
be that inmates with large families are, in the main, Aboriginals who it has 
already been shown have a greater propensity to be re-admitted to custody 
more quickly than non-Aboriginals. This is not, however, evident from the raw 
data. Other explanations for this result might also include the need to provide 
financial support for larger families, which places additional pressure on 
releasees. Conversely the role of the male may be less important as a 
provider where significant welfare payments are available and the gap 
between this and employment income is negligible. Finally, it is possible that 
inmates with large families are less risk averse than those with no children. It 
must be noted that it is likely that inmates with more children are from higher 
age groups previously shown to be lower risk. 
NPREVCO: another very significant variable, the number of previous 
convictions has an inverse relationship with the number of offence free days. 
While this indicates that offenders may be habitual it might also be indicative 
of the measure of success or failure achieved by short term inmates. It has 
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previously been shown that offenders serving longer sentences for more 
serious crimes keep out of prison longer. This group of inmates however may 
consist of those who are sentenced to relatively short custodial terms or 
relatively minor offences. The results do, however, support the view that 
inmates with many previous convictions are a high risk group. 
NUMPRIS: the result here supports the finding in AVPRISI. The more prisons 
an inmate has been to during the custodial sentence the greater the likelihood 
of readmission. The result is highly significant. 
NVIOLPRI: the finding here also supports the result in AVIOL. The more 
violations an inmate records during their custodial period the greater is the 
likelihood of re-offence. 
PARSERV: this result shows very strongly that the longer the parole period 
sen/ed the greater is the number of offence free days. This is perhaps 
because the offender is being supervised after release and is, as a result, less 
likely to re-offend during that period. This appears to provide support for a 
system of community supervision. It should be noted, however, that if a 
parolee re-offends the remaining parole period will be served in custody. It is 
evident therefore that those offenders who have short custodial sentences are 
risking short custodial sentences if they breach parole or re-offend. Offenders 
with longer parole periods are risking longer custodial sentences. This 
provides a deterrent. At the same time, however, the greater the proportion of 
the parole period served the greater will be the likelihood of re-offence as the 
corresponding custodial becomes shorter. 
PRISSECI: inmates released on parole from high security prisons 
demonstrate a high failure rate according to the Tables. The explanation for 
this might be found in the preparation for release by lower security institutions 
or because inmates in open custody have shown themselves to be more 
suited to re-integration having progressed through classification levels. It is 
unlikely that higher classification inmates would be granted parole (as all 
inmates in this group have). 
EMPLSTAT: although not included in the final Tables, Table 9.16 shows 
employment status on admission to be a significant variable. Those inmates 
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who were employed at the time of admission to prison are more likely to 
succeed than those who are unemployed are. This is probably because their 
acquired employment skills or labour force contacts enable them to find 
employment on release which may well have a positive effect on post-release 
performance. 
9.7 Conclusion 
While some of the results from the regression are to some degree predictable 
it is nevertheless worthwhile, firstly to be able to quantify them and secondly to 
be able to measure the extent of their significance and to rank them 
accordingly. The result for PARSERV, for example, highlights the importance 
of a system of community supervision which emerges as an extremely cost-
effective means of preventing re-admission. Also Aboriginality is shown to be 
an important factor in readmission as are the type of custodial centre from 
which inmates are released and an inmate's record while in prison. This may 
or may not be related to the number of prisons that an inmate has been to 
during their sentence but this also emerges as an important predictor of post 
release success or failure. Finally, employment status on admission is also a 
strong indicator of post-release perfonnance. 
Many of these results are strongly supported by other research. For 
example, in a study of inmates released from gaols in Kansas, Jones (1991) 
reports that re-offence rates are lower for offenders on probation and parole. 
Similarly, Broadhurst (1990) points out that "Data available on recidivism in 
Westem Australian prisoners show strong evidence that the failure of parole 
prisoners is significantly less than for prisoners released unconditionally." 
(p.39). These studies also confinn the importance of factors such as age, 
employment, education, length of sentence, marital status and number of 
children in post-release perfonnance while Lattimore, Vister and Linster 
(1995) stress institutional infractions in addition to family background. 
The following chapter uses a more descriptive method of analysing the 
data but by and large corroborates the results shown here. Given the strength 
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and the significance of the findings it is possible to make certain finn policy 
recommendations. These can be summarised as follows: 
• the system of community supervision appears to be successful in reducing 
re-offence and readmission rates and on a cost/inmate basis is relatively 
inexpensive. It should therefore be extended at the expense of custodial 
supervision. 
• younger inmates need very close supervision on release from prison and 
would undoubtedly benefit from special post-release offender 
management programmes. These could include education and work skill 
programmes as well as drug and alcohol programmes. 
• inmates in certain groups may require additional support facilities on 
release. These include: 
-Aboriginals 
-inmates with large families 
• inmates from certain identifiable groups may require more strict 
supervision on release. These include: 
-inmates who have frequently moved between prisons, (alternatively, 
inmates, wherever possible, should be moved less frequently) 
-inmates who have frequently transgressed prison discipline codes 
-inmates who have frequently offended on previous occasions (or have 
been imprisoned on a succession of short sentences) 
• inmates should not be released directly from high security prisons 
• more resources should be devoted to in-gaol education programmes 
• more resources should be devoted to increasing labour market skills prior 
to release 
Relative to the high cost of imprisonment, as shown in Chapter 8, these 
programmes would be inexpensive to implement and could result in significant 
social benefits. Particular attention should be directed towards Aboriginal 
offenders since they are grossly over-represented among the prison 
population. Moral issues aside, it is evident that there would be a dramatic 
decline in the inmate population if Aboriginals in prison formed the same 
percentage as they do of the Queensland population as a whole. Indeed, 
af 
Weathertjum (1990) suggests that costs fall more than proportionately as 
inmate numbers fall. 
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Chapter 10 
Inmates on Release and Institutional Cost-Efficiencies 
10.1 Introduction 
This chapter divides the releasees into three major groups as follows: 
1. Inmates who have been released and who have re-offended 
in that they have committed another criminal offence while 
on parole and have been re-admitted to custody (5.7 per 
cent of sample). 
2. Inmates who have violated or breached their conditions of 
parole and have therefore been re-admitted to custody (27.0 
per cent of sample). 
3. Inmates who have neither breached parole nor re-offended 
during the observation period (67.3 per cent of sample). 
Group 1 could be considered recidivists in the true sense of the word 
but groups 2 and 3 may still re-offend after the conclusion of the observation 
period. It should also be pointed out that in some cases inmates may re-
offend but for various reasons may not be re-admitted to custody. It should be 
noted that where shown group 4 consists of an amalgamation of groups 1 and 
2. More specifically it is all offenders who were readmitted to prison during 
their parole period for whatever reason. 
Each of the above groups is examined and compared in terms of the 
characteristics discussed in the previous chapter to detennine any 
commonalities which may identify causal factors in post-release success or 
failure. Success in this Chapter is defined as neither re-offending nor being 
readmitted for a parole violation during the observation period. 
Three methods are used in this chapter to illustrate success or failure. 
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1) Within each group inmates are shown as a percentage of the 
disaggregated category, that is, the percentage of the sample which that 
category represents, for example, there may be 8.6 per cent of the 
offenders within the age group 20 to 24. That age category is then shown 
as a percentage of each respective group, 1, 2 or 3, for example, the 
offenders within the age category 20 to 24 may represent 30.5 per cent of 
group 1 (the re-offenders). 
A further indicator of the likelihood of failure or success is given by the 
percentage of a particular category of offender which falls within each 
group. More specifically, it may be that of the 20 to 24 age group 6.3 per 
cent re-offend, 34.4 per cent violate their parole conditions while the 
remainder are defined as being successful. 
2) High risk groups have further been identified using the risk index which 
has been calculated as follows: 
per cent of a category of inmates in a group s- per cent of the sample in that category 
If 8 per cent of the sample is under 25 years of age but 10 per cent of 
re-offenders is under 25 years of age that age group is over-represented and 
therefore high risk. The risk index then becomes 10/8 = 1.25. The higher the 
index the higher the risk of readmission within that group. 
3) Finally, offence free days have been used as a measure of success or 
failure. The average number of offence free days within a category is 
given. Obviously the higher the number of offence free days the greater is 
the degree of success for that group. 
The final section of this chapter uses the perfonnance data and the 
cost data (from Chapter 8) to calculate cost-efficiency for both custodial and 
community corrections. 
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10.2 Performance by Age on Release 
Table 10.1 shows the age of the offenders when they were released on a 
parole order. 
Table 10.1 
Age 
Under 20 
20-24 
25-29 
30-34 
35-39 
40-44 
45-49 
50-54 
55-59 
Over 60 
Total 
Source: bas 
%of 
cohort 
8.6 
28.8 
20.0 
14.2 
12.3 
7.2 
4.6 
2.4 
1.2 
0.7 
100.0 
>ed on C 
Parolees' Age on 
Group 1 
No. 
25 
26 
17 
5 
6 
1 
1 
0 
1 
0 
82 
JCSCd 
% 
30.5 
31.7 
20.7 
6.1 
7.3 
1.2 
1.2 
0.0 
1.2 
0.0 
99.9 
ata 
%of 
Age 
Group 
20.3 
6.3 
5.9 
2.5 
3.4 
1.0 
1.5 
0.0 
5.9 
0.0 
Release by Group 
Group 2 
No. 
44 
142 
92 
51 
32 
14 
6 
4 
2 
0 
387 
% 
11.4 
36.7 
23.8 
13.2 
8.3 
3.6 
1.5 
1.0 
0.5 
0.0 
100.0 
%of 
Age 
Group 
35.8 
34.4 
32.0 
25.0 
18.1 
13.5 
9.1 
11.8 
11.8 
0.0 
100.0 
Group 3 
No. 
54 
245 
178 
148 
139 
89 
59 
30 
14 
14 
966 
% 
5.6 
25.4 
18.4 
15.3 
14.4 
9.2 
6.1 
3.1 
1.5 
1.0 
100.0 
%of 
Age 
Group 
43.9 
59.3 
62.0 
72.5 
78.5 
85.6 
89.4 
88.2 
82.3 
100.0 
Recalling that group 1 consists of those parolees who have committed 
a criminal offence on release while group 2 comprises those who have 
breached their parole conditions and group 3 are inmates who have either 
successfully completed their parole or committed no breach or offence during 
the observation period it is evident from Table 10.1 that readmissions occur 
predominantly in the younger age groups. While the under 20 age group 
comprises 8.6 per cent of the sample 30.5 per cent of this group re-offended 
on release. Indeed, 82.9 per cent of the re-offenders were under the age of 30 
when released. For group 2, 11.4 per cent of the parole breaches occurred in 
the under 20 age group and 71.9 per cent were under 30. These age groups 
performed relatively pooriy when it came to parole success. Only 5.6 per cent 
of group 3 was under 20 when released and less than 50 per cent was under 
30. By contrast the older age groups did better. The over 40s comprised of 
3.6 per cent re-offenders, 6.6 per cent of those who breached their parole and 
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just under 21 per cent of those who claim success." There is a strong 
suggestion here that the younger age groups are more inclined to commit 
further offences or breach their parole conditions even though under 
community supen/ision. The average age on release of the re-offending group 
was 24.7 years (as calculated from the raw data), for group 2 it was 27.3 and 
for group 3 it was just over 32.0 years. This indicates an important relationship 
between age and offence, that is to say, the older an individual is when 
released the less likely they are to either re-offend or breach their parole 
conditions. This seems to be confimned in the infonnation contained in Table 
10.2. 
Table 10.2 
Age 
Under 20 
20-24 
25-29 
30-34 
35-39 
40-44 
45-49 
50-54 
55-59 
Over 60 
Total 
No 
69 
168 
109 
56 
38 
15 
7 
4 
3 
0 
469 
Readmission Rates by Age on 
Offenders 
% 
14.7 
35.8 
23.2 
11.9 
8.1 
3.2 
1.5 
0.9 
0.6 
0.0 
100.0 
Cumulative 
% 
14.7 
50.5 
73.8 
85.7 
93.8 
97.0 
98.5 
99.3 
100.0 
100.0 
% of age 
group 
56.1 
40.7 
38.0 
27.5 
21.5 
14.4 
10.6 
11.8 
17.6 
0.0 
Release 
Non-Offenders 
No 
54 
245 
178 
148 
139 
89 
59 
30 
14 
10 
966 
% 
5.6 
25.4 
18.4 
15.3 
14.4 
9.2 
6.1 
3.1 
1.5 
1.0 
100.0 
Cumulative 
5.6 
31.0 
49.4 
64.7 
79.1 
88.3 
94.4 
97.5 
99.0 
100.0 
% of age 
group 
43.9 
59.3 
62.0 
72.5 
78.5 
85.6 
89.4 
88.2 
82.4 
100.0 
Source: based on Table 10.1. 
Table 10.2 shows that 73.7 per cent of those readmitted to prison 
during their parole period were under the age of 30 while only 49.4 per cent of 
the non-offenders were in this age group. On the other hand only 6.2 per cent 
of the re-offenders were over 40 compared to 20.9 per cent in this age group 
who did not re-offend. This echoes the findings in Table 10.1 that increasing 
age decreases the likelihood of re-admission to custody. Of course when 
comparing re-offending with parole violation it should be remembered that re-
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admission to prison will be important in reducing the re-bffence rate and the 
5.7 per cent of the sample who committed an additional offence while on 
parole would undoubtedly have been greater had 27 per cent not been re-
admitted for other reasons. 
The results shown in Table 10.3 strongly confinn those in Chapter 9 
and the result using the failure rate method. In all three groups shown the risk 
index falls as age increases while the average number of offence free days 
rises as age increases. Particulariy noticeable is the very high risk of re-
offence by the under 20 age group. For the over 40s there is virtually no risk 
of re-offence and a very small overall risk of re-admission as indicated by the 
risk index 
Table 10.3 
Age on Release by Risk Index and Average Offence Free Days 
Risk Index 
Age 
Under 20 
20-24 
25-30 
30-34 
35-39 
Over 40 
No. 
124 
413 
286 
204 
177 
231 
Groupl 
3.6 
1.1 
1.0 
0.4 
0.6 
0.2 
Group 2 
1.3 
1.3 
1.2 
0.9 
07 
0.4 
f , 
Group 4 
17 
1.2 
1.2 
0.8 
0.7 
0.4 
Average Offence 
Free Days 
480.56 
592.02 
609J1 
682.64 
733.80 
793.20 
Source: based on QCSC data 
10.3 Performance by Educational Level 
Educational level would be expected to be an important factor in post-release 
success since it is likely to affect employment opportunity which in turn is 
likely to affect re-admission rates. Table 10.4 gives the performance of the 
cohort on release according to their educational level. 
Table 10.4 
Educational Level on Release by Group 
Educational 
Level 
Grade 4 
Grade 5 
Grade 6 
Grade 7 
Grade 8 
Grade 9 
Grade 10 
Grade 11 
Grade 12 
Post-
Secondary 
Tertiary 
Total known 
Source: based 
Group 1 
No. 
0 
0 
2 
2 
7 
23 
30 
8 
3 
2 
1 
78 
on QCS 
% 
0.0 
0.0 
2.6 
2.6 
9.0 
29.5 
38.5 
10.3 
3.8 
2.6 
1.3 
100.0 
Gdata 
%of 
educ. 
Level 
0.0 
0.0 
10.0 
3.7 
4.4 
7.6 
6.0 
6.6 
2.4 
28.6 
5.9 
No. 
1 
4 
3 
18 
55 
114 
120 
30 
30 
0 
4 
379 
Group 2 
% 
0.3 
1.1 
0.8 
47 
14.5 
30.1 
31.5 
7.9 
7.9 
0.0 
1.0 
100.0 
%of 
educ. 
level 
33.3 
66.7 
15.0 
33.3 
34.8 
37.9 
24.1 
24.6 
23.8 
0.0 
23.5 
Group 3 
No. 
2 
2 
15 
34 
96 
164 
347 
84 
93 
5 
12 
854 
% 
0.20 
0.20 
1.80 
4.00 
11.20 
19.20 
40.60 
9.80 
10.90 
0.60 
1.40 
99.80 
%of 
educ. 
level 
66.7 
33.3 
75.0 
63.0 
60.8 
54.5 
69.8 
68.9 
73.8 
71.4 
70.6 
While difficult to see any clear pattern from Table 10.4 there is some evidence 
that inmates with higher educational levels are less likely to re-offend or be re-
admitted. While group 1 had 56.5 per cent of inmates with a grade 10 
education or above and 7.7 per cent with grade 12 or above the 
corresponding figures for group 2 were 48.5 per cent and 8.9 per cent 
respectively and for group 3, 63.3 per cent and 12.9 per cent. In addition, the 
Table suggests that the success rate (group 3) increases after grade 9 with 
54.5 per cent of this level not re-offending and the figure rises to in excess of 
70 per cent at grade 12 and above. Conversely there is a fall in the 
percentage being re-admitted (groups 1 and 2) after grade 9. 
When average years of education are taken into account there is little 
difference between the three groups. When post-secondary and tertiary 
education are included (13 years and 15 years respectively) the average for 
group 1 is 9.7 years with 9.5 years for group 2 and 9.8 for group 3. These 
figures fall to 9.5 years, 9.4 years and 9.7 years respectively if only secondary 
education is taken into account. 
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Table 10.5 
Educational Level 
Grades 
Grade 4 to Grade 7 
Grade 8 
Grade 9 
Grade 10 
Grade 11 
Grade 12 
Post- secondary 
Tertiary 
No. 
84 
158 
301 
497 
122 
126 
7 
17 
by Risk Index and i Average Offence Free Days 
Risk Index 
Group 1 
0.8 
0.7 
0.8 
1.0 
1.1 
0.4 
0.2 
1.0 
Group 2 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
0.8 
0.9 
0.8 
0.0 
0.8 
Group 4 
1.0 
1.1 
1.3 
0.9 
0.9 
0.8 
0.8 
0.8 
Average Offence Free Days 
609.00 
596.70 
549.70 
658.00 
647.80 
655.70 
380.71 
812.92 
Source: based on QCSC data 
While not revealed in the regression analysis of the previous chapter 
when measured using the risk index and offence free days it appears that 
educational level could be a contributing factor in determining post-release 
success or failure. Although not as clear cut as age on release the general 
trend is for the risk of re-admission to fall as educational level rises. This is 
particularly evident in the group 4 risk index although the trend is somewhat 
more erratic elsewhere. In both post-secondary groups the number is small 
and this may explain the apparent aberration in both the risk index and the 
offence free days measure. The general trend is that as educational level 
rises risk of re-offence falls and this is quite dramatic for inmates who are 
tertiary educated. 
10.4 Performance by Family Background 
While a somewhat tentative conclusion there is a suggestion in Tables 10.6 
and 10.7 that married inmates do better on the whole than those who have 
never been married. Indeed 72.8 per cent of the re-offenders are single and 
around half of the non-violators have never been married. However, those in 
de facto relationships don't appear to perfonn as well as those who are 
married or have been divorced or separated. As a percentage of the group 
there is an increase for the latter three categories up to group 3 while there is 
a decline for the single category. When seen as a proportion of marital status 
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this finding is confimned since 7.7 per cent of the never married group 'fails' 
(group 1) compared to only 2.5 per cent of divorcees and those separated and 
3.2 per cent of the married group. While 84.3 per cent of the married inmates 
are successful this figure falls to 61.0 per cent for the single inmates and 60.9 
per cent for those in de facto relationship. 
Table 10.6 
Marital Status 
De Facto 
Divorced 
Married 
Never married 
Separated 
Widowed 
Total known 
Marital Stat us of Parolees 
Group 1 
No. 
11 
2 
7 
59 
2 
0 
81 
% 
3.6 
2.5 
8.6 
72.8 
2.5 
0.0 
100.0 
%of 
Marital 
Status 
4.6 
2.1 
3.2 
7.7 
3.0 
0.0 
i on Release by Group 
Group 2 
No. 
2 
20 
27 
241 
11 
4 
385 
% 
21.0 
5.2 
7.0 
3.0 
2.9 
1.0 
100.0 
%of 
Marital 
Status 
34.5 
21.1 
12.4 
31.3 
16.4 
26.7 
Group 3 
No. 
145 
73 
183 
470 
54 
11 
936 
% 
15.5 
7.8 
19.5 
50.2 
5.8 
1.2 
100.0 
%of 
Marital 
Status 
60.9 
76.8 
84.3 
61.0 
80.6 
73.3 
Source based on QCSC data 
Table 10.7 
Marital Status 
Married 
Single 
Total 
Group 1 
No. 
18 
63 
81 
% 
22.2 
77.8 
100.0 
%of 
Marital 
Status 
4.0 
6.6 
Group 2 
No. 
109 
276 
385 
% 
28.3 
71.7 
100.0 
%0f 
Marital 
Status 
23.9 
29.1 
Group 3 
No. 
328 
608 
936 
% 
35 
65 
100 
%of 
Marital 
Status 
72.1 
64.2 
Source: Table 10.6 
Table 10.7 aggregates those in relationships when admitted to prison 
and indicates that 4.0 per cent of the married group re-offends while the 
corresponding figure for the unmarried inmates is 6.6 per cent. The trend is 
confirmed in the group 3 statistics which show 72.1 per cent of married 
inmates are successful compared to 64.2 per cent of the single inmates. Of 
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course, this may again be related to the age of the inmates since the older 
parolees are more likely to be the married ones. 
As indicated in the regression analysis married inmates by and large 
are more successful on release than single inmates. Table 10.8 confinns this 
conclusion with the risk index being higher and the average number of offence 
free days lower for single releasees. 
Table 10.8 
Marital Status 
Married 
Single 
No 
454 
944 
Group 1 
0.7 
1.2 
Risk Index 
- Group 2 
0.9 
1.1 
Group 4 
0.4 
1.3 
Average Offence Free 
Days 
690.6 
623.8 
Source: based on QCSC data 
While marital status may affect post-release performance there 
appears to be no identifiable relationship evident between post-release 
success and the number of children an inmate has on admission. This is 
shown in Tables 10.9 and 10.10. 
Table 10.9 
No. of 
Children 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
Total 
Number of Children of Inmates on Parole by 
Group 1 % 
No. 
54 
7 
12 
8 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
82 
% 
65.9 
8.5 
14.6 
9.8 
1.2 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
100.0 
Group 2 % 
No. 
240 
69 
42 
25 
5 
3 
2 
0 
0 
1 
385 
% 
62.0 
17.8 
10.9 
6.5 
1.3 
0.8 
0.5 
0.0 
0.0 
0.3 
100.0 
Grou[: ) 
Group 3 % 
No. 
647 
120 
107 
52 
26 
8 
2 
1 
1 
3 
936 
% 
66.9 
12.4 
11.1 
5.4 
27 
0.8 
0.2 
0.1 
0.1 
0.3 
100.0 
Source based on QCSC data 
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Table 10.10 
Number of Children by Risk Index and Average Offence Free Days 
No of Children 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
over 4 
No 
940 
195 
159 
84 
31 
20 
Risk Index 
Group 1 
1.0 
0.6 
1.3 
1.6 
0.5 
0.0 
Group 2 
0.9 
1.3 
1.0 
1.1 
0.6 
1.1 
Group 4 
1.0 
1.2 
1.0 
1.2 
0.6 
0.9 
Average Offence 
Free Days 
672.0 
599.3 
604.5 
588.1 
757.7 
663.2 
Source: based on QCSC data 
While the regression analysis of the previous chapter indicates quite 
clearly that the risk of re-offence rises as the number of children rises table 
10.10 neither contradicts nor confinns this. It is difficult to see any trend 
indicated except that a high risk index corresponds to a lower average 
number of offence free days. 
10.5 Performance by Ethnic, Linguistic and Cultural Background 
Table 10.11 shows the offenders by ethnic background. Undoubtedly the 
outstanding feature of this table is the very high readmission rate among the 
Aboriginal population. Not only does this ethnic group comprise 32.9 per cent 
of the re-offenders but also 33.8 per cent of all parole violations occur in this 
category. The Table however, shows that Aboriginals fonn 21.3 per cent of 
this sample. The failure rate among Aboriginals is by far the highest of any 
ethnic group with, according to this sample, 53.8 per cent being re-admitted to 
custody within the observation period. In other words only 46.2 per cent 
successfully complete their parole order or at least 12 months on release. In 
all the other ethnic groups this figure exceeds 70 per cent. While the figure for 
both Asians and Middle-East and African is higher in the re-offender group at 
14.3 per cent and 20.0 per cent respectively the number of inmates in this 
group is much smaller but would be a major concern if these percentage 
persisted with larger numbers. 
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Table 10.11 
Ethnic 
Group 
Aboriginal & 
Ton-es Strait 
Asia 
Europe & Nth America 
(English Speaking) 
Europe 
(Non-English Speaking) 
Middle-East & Africa 
New Zealand 
PNG & Oceania 
White Australian 
Total 
Ethnic 
Grou 
No. 
27 
1 
0 
2 
2 
6 
0 
44 
82 
% 
2.9 
1.2 
0.0 
2.4 
2.4 
7.3 
0 
53.7 
99.9 
Background by Group 
pi 
%of 
Ethnic 
Group 
9.3 
14.3 
0.0 
3.8 
20.0 
8.1 
0.0 
5.1 
No. 
129 
1 
6 
3 
1 
16 
3 
212 
381 
Group 2 
% 
33.8 
0.3 
1.6 
3.4 
0.3 
4.2 
0.8 
55.6 
100.0 
%of 
Ethnic 
Group 
44.5 
14.3 
13.0 
24.5 
10.0 
21.6 
20.0 
24.4 
Group 3 
No. 
134 
5 
40 
38 
7 
52 
2 
611 
899 
% 
15.0 
0.6 
4.4 
4.2 
0.8 
5.8 
1.3 
68.0 
100.0 
%of 
Ethnic 
Group 
46.2 
71.4 
87.0 
717 
70.0 
70.2 
80.0 
70.5 
Source: based on QCSC data 
There is therefore considerable evidence to suggest that Aboriginals 
are high risk in the sense that they are more likely to be re-admitted and some 
evidence to suggest that this may be true of other ethnically and culturally 
estranged groups. 
Using both the risk index and offence free days as a measure as in 
Table 10.12 Aboriginals emerge as by far the highest risk group. 
Table10.12 
Ethnic Background by 
Ethnic Background 
Aboriginal & Torres Strait 
Asia 
Europe & North America 
Europe 
(Non-English Speaking) 
Middle East & Africa 
New Zealand 
PNG & Oceania 
White Australian 
No. 
290 
7 
46 
53 
10 
71 
15 
867 
Risk Index and Average Offence Free Days 
Risk Index 
Group 1 
1.5 
2.4 
0.0 
0.6 
3.3 
1.3 
0.0 
0.8 
Group 2 
1.6 
0.5 
0.5 
0.9 
0.4 
0.8 
0.7 
0.9 
Group 4 
1.6 
0.8 
0.4 
0.8 
0.9 
0.9 
0.6 
0.9 
Average Offence 
Free Days 
499.2 
609.1 
786.9 
682.3 
641.1 
679.4 
582.2 
668.8 
Source based on QCSC data 
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The risk index shows a high risk of re-offence among Asians although as 
pointed out previously the number in the group is small. Also high risk 
according to the measure are inmates from the Middle East and Africa (10) 
and inmates from New Zealand. The average number of offence free days in 
relatively low among inmates from Papua New Guinea and Asia. 
When linguistic and cultural variations are aggregated the conclusions 
from Tables 10.11 and 10.12 are confirmed. The aggregated groups are 
shown in Table 10.13. 
Linguistic/Cultural 
Group 
Aboriginal 
English Speaking 
Non-Eng Speaking 
Total known 
Linguist 
No. 
27 
50 
5 
82 
% 
32.9 
61.0 
6.1 
100.0 
Table 10.13 
tic/ Cultura Background by Group 
% of Lang/ 
Cult Group 
9.3 
5.1 
5.9 
No. 
129 
234 
18 
381 
% 
33.9 
61.4 
47 
100.0 
% of Lang/ 
Cult Group 
44.5 
23.7 
21.2 
No 
134 
703 
62 
899 
% 
14.9 
78.2 
6.9 
100.0 
% of Lang/ 
Cult Group 
46.3 
71.2 
72.9 
Source: Tables 10.11 and 10.12 
Interestingly only 6.1 per cent of these inmates are from non-English speaking 
backgrounds. This, however, may be a disadvantage to them on release if 
success in remaining out of prison is to some extent dependent on labour 
market success. It may also be disadvantageous to the extent that seeking 
support through welfare agencies might be more difficult for this group. This 
could also be true of the Aboriginal group which has been separated here due 
to cultural and in some cases linguistic differences. 
Table 10.13 indicates that while language appears to have little 
influence on post-release success Aboriginality does. The perfonnance 
figures for non-English and English speakers are similar while those for 
Aboriginals are much lower. That is to say, a far greater proportion of 
Aboriginals will retum to prison than inmates shown in the other two groups. 
More specifically, while less than half of Aboriginals successfully complete 
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parole, in excess of 70 per cent of the inmates in the other two groups 
managed to get through at least 12 months after release without violation. 
10.6 Performance by Employment Status 
Table 10.14 suggests that the best post-release perfonners are those inmates 
who were employed when admitted to prison. While representing 35.4 per 
cent of the cohort 64.9 per cent manage to avoid re-admission during the 
observation period or while on parole. The unemployed on the other hand 
comprise 54.9 per cent of the sample and 49.4 per cent either do not re-
offend or do not violate their parole conditions. Of the unemployed 10.3 per 
cent commit an offence compared to 6.5 per cent of the employed. 
Table 10.14 
Employment 
Status 
Employed 
Home Duties 
Pension 
Self-employed 
Student 
Unemployed 
Total known 
Source based c 
1 Employment Status on 
Group 1 
No 
21 
0 
3 
1 
0 
52 
77 
)nQC 
% 
27.3 
0.0 
3.9 
1.3 
0.0 
67.5 
100.0 
JSCda 
%of 
Employ 
Group 
6.5 
0.0 
6.7 
3.2 
0.0 
10.3 
ta 
Admission by Group 
Group 2 
No 
93 
4 
18 
13 
1 
203 
332 
% 
28.0 
1.2 
5.4 
3.9 
0.3 
61.1 
100.0 
%of 
Employ 
Group 
28.6 
40.0 
40.0 
41.9 
33.3 
40.3 
Group 3 
No 
211 
6 
24 
17 
2 
249 
509 
% 
41.5 
1.2 
47 
3.3 
0.4 
48.9 
100.0 
%of 
Employ 
Group 
64.9 
60.0 
53.3 
54.8 
667 
49.4 
As shown in Table 10.15, both the risk index and the offence free days 
show that those inmates who were employed when admitted to prison perform 
better when released than those who were unemployed. On average 
employed inmates will stay out of prison 1.3 times longer than those 
unemployed. 
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Table 10.15 
Status 
Employed 
Unemployed 
Source: based 
No. 
356 
562 
Risk Index 
Group 1 
0.7 
1.2 
on QCSC data 
Group 2 
0.8 
1.1 
Group 4 
0.8 
1.1 
Average Offence Free 
Days 
581.03 
457.99 
10.7 Performance by Number of Previous Episodes 
The number of previous episodes, which an inmate has, may be an indicator 
of habitual criminality and therefore a propensity to re-offend on release. An 
episode refers to a period of supervision by the QCSC resulting from a 
criminal offence. This is shown in Table 10.16. 
Table 10.16 
Episodes 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
Total 
Number of Previous 
Grou 
No. 
36 
22 
19 
1 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
81 
% 
44.4 
27.2 
23.5 
1.2 
37 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
100.0 
?1 
%of 
Episode 
Group 
4.7 
5.6 
9.9 
2.1 
11.1 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 
100.0 
Episodes by Group 
Group 2 
No 
161 
126 
64 
20 
10 
4 
1 
1 
0 
387 
% 
41.6 
32.5 
16.5 
5.2 
2.6 
1.0 
0.3 
0.3 
0.0 
100.0 
%of 
Episode 
Group 
20.9 
32.1 
33.5 
42.6 
37.0 
100.0 
33.3 
100.0 
0.0 
Group 3 
No. 
572 
244 
108 
26 
14 
0 
2 
0 
0 
966 
% 
59.2 
25.3 
11.2 
27 
1.4 
0.0 
0.2 
0.0 
0.0 
100.0 
%of 
Episode 
Group 
74.4 
62.2 
56.5 
55.3 
51.9 
0.0 
667 
0.0 
0.0 
Source based on QCSC data 
No meaningful conclusions can be drawn from Table 10.16 particularly 
as the number of episodes gets greater, although there does appear to be a 
fall in the likelihood of non-re-offence (group 3) as the number of episodes 
increases. This to some degree is reflected in group 1 where the likelihood of 
re-offence tends to increase as the average number of previous episodes 
rises. This is shown in Table 10.17 where the risk of re-admission (group 4) 
:^4^;£t 
increases as the number of previous episodes rises and the number of 
offence free days falls. 
Table 10.17 
Previous Episodes by Risk Index and Average Offence Free Davs 
Episodes 
Over 4 
No. 
769 
392 
191 
47 
27 
Risk Index 
Group 1 
0.8 
1.0 
1.7 
0.4 
1.9 
1.9 
Group 2 
0.8 
1.2 
1.2 
1.6 
1.4 
2.5 
Group 4 
0.8 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
2.4 
Average Offence Free Days 
709.30 
606.30 
567.20 
539.30 
423.30 
290.78 
Source based on QCSC data 
This again confinns the results from the regression analysis of the previous 
chapter. 
10.8 Performance by Prison Violation 
The expectation here is that those inmates with a poor in-gaol record might be 
less inclined to be successful when released. This is measured using 
breaches or violations. These are the result of a breach of prison regulations, 
which is serious enough to be recorded. Table 10.18 gives the number of 
breaches per month. 
Table 10.18 
Number of Prison Violations/ Month by Group 
Violations/ 
Month 
0-0.24 
0.25-0.49 
0.5-0.74 
0.75-0.9 
1.0-1.24 
1.25-1.49 
1.5-1.74 
1.75-1.99 
Over 2 
Total 
%of 
cohort 
71.6 
15.8 
6.6 
1.5 
1.1 
0.9 
0.8 
0.1 
1.5 
99.9 
Gro 
No. 
38 
25 
11 
4 
1 
1 
0 
0 
2 
82 
upl 
% 
46.3 
30.5 
13.4 
4.9 
1.2 
1.2 
0.0 
0.0 
2.4 
99.9 
GroL 
No. 
234 
4 
33 
6 
7 
5 
4 
0 
4 
387 
p2 
% 
60.5 
24.3 
8.5 
1.5 
1.8 
1.3 
1.0 
0.0 
1.0 
99.9 
Gro 
No. 
756 
108 
51 
12 
8 
7 
7 
2 
15 
966 
up 3 
% 
78.3 
11.2 
5.3 
1.2 
0.8 
0.1 
0.1 
0.2 
1.5 
99.9 
Source based on QCSC data 
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There is some evidence in Table 10.18 to suggest that the number of prison 
violations may be a useful predictor of post-release perfonnance. In particular, 
inmates with less than 0.25 violations per month appear to perfonn better 
since they comprise 78.3 per cent of group 3 compared to only 46.3 per cent 
of group 1. The suggestion here is that the inmates who 'behave' whilst in 
prison are also more likely to 'behave' when released. Indeed, none of the 
inmates in group 1 was violation free compared to 66 (17 per cent) in group 2 
and 587 (61 per cent) in group 3. As the number of violations/month gets 
larger the percentage of offenders in groups 1 and 2 almost always exceeds 
that in group 3. 
A more accurate predictor of post-release perfonnance amongst this 
cohort appears to be the total number of prison violations, which occurred. 
This is shown in Table 10.19. 
Table 10.19 
Total 
Violations 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6-9 
10-14 
15-19 
20-49 
Over 50 
Total 
Source basec 
Total Number of Prison Violations by Group 
Group 1 
No. 
0 
12 
8 
14 
11 
8 
19 
7 
1 
1 
1 
82 
i on QCSC da 
% 
0.0 
14.6 
9.8 
17.1 
13.4 
9.8 
23.2 
8.5 
1.2 
1.2 
1.2 
100.0 
ta 
Gro 
No. 
66 
76 
65 
52 
20 
21 
41 
28 
10 
7 
1 
387 
up 2 
% 
17 
19.6 
16.8 
13.4 
5.2 
5.4 
10.6 
7.2 
2.6 
1.8 
0.3 
100.0 
Group 3 
No. 
587 
159 
90 
50 
28 
21 
2 
6 
0 
3 
0 
966 
% 
60.8 
16.4 
9.3 
5.2 
2.9 
22.0 
2.3 
0.6 
0.0 
0.3 
0.0 
100.0 
The outstanding feature of Table 10.19 is that all inmates in group 1 
have at least one violation while in prison compared to 60.8 per cent in group 
3 with no violations. Indeed over 35 per cent of the re-offenders have 
committed in excess of 5 prison regulation breaches. The corresponding 
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figure for the parole violators is 22.5 per cent on only 3.2 per cent for group 3. 
There is a clear suggestion in Table 10.19 that the greater the number of in-
gaol breaches the greater is the likelihood of parole failure. Indeed, 90 per 
cent of inmates released with no violations successfully completed their 
parole or did not commit an offence during the observation period. 
As shown in Table 10.20, both the risk index and the offence free days 
measure indicate that the risk of re-admission rises as the total number of 
prison violations increases (even though there is a slight departure at 5). The 
offence free days are by far the greatest for those inmates with no violations 
while for inmates with in excess of 5 the average number of offence free days 
falls to less than 300. The risk index also shows that there is a high probability 
of re-offence (group 1) for inmates committing more than two violations during 
their prison term. This confirms the result in Chapter 9. 
Table 10.20 
Total Violations by Risk Index and Average Offence Free Days 
Total Violations 
0 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
More than 5 
Source: based or 
No. 
653 
247 
163 
116 
59 
50 
146 
iQCSC 
Risk Index 
Group 1 
0.0* 
0.9 
0.9 
2.1 
3.3 
2.8 
3.5 
data *Xhi 
Group 2 
0.4 
1.1 
1.5 
1.7 
1.3 
1.6 
2.2 
3re were no 
Group 4 
0.3 
1.1 
1.4 
1.7 
1.6 
1.8 
2.4 
group 1 offei 
Average Offence 
Free Days 
816.70 
641.60 
525.60 
488.80 
501.60 
471.90 
295.96 
nders in this category 
10.9 Performance by Time Spent in Custody 
The question here is whether those inmates who have served longer custodial 
sentences are more likely to be successful on release than those who have 
served shorter sentences. This is summarised in Table 10.21. 
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Table 10.21 
!« 
Time 
(^ ears) 
0-0.4 
0.5-0.9 
1.0-1.4 
1.5-1.9 
2.0-2.4 
2.5-2.9 
3.0-3.4 
3.5-3.9 
Total 
Source: 
%0f 
cohort 
40.0 
29.8 
14.9 
7.3 
4.3 
2.2 
1.3 
0.1 
99.9 
based c 
Time Spent in 
Grou 
No 
7 
21 
17 
19 
12 
6 
0 
0 
82 
nQCi 
% 
8.5 
25.6 
207 
23.2 
14.6 
7.3 
0.0 
0.0 
99.9 
3C data 
Pl 
% of Time 
Group 
1.2 
4.9 
8.0 
18.1 
19.7 
18.8 
0.0 
0.0 
Custody by Group 
Group 2 
No 
71 
99 
85 
48 
38 
25 
19 
2 
387 
% 
18.3 
25.6 
22.0 
12.4 
8.8 
6.5 
4.9 
0.5 
100.0 
% of Time 
Group 
12.4 
23.1 
39.9 
45.7 
62.3 
78.1 
100.0 
100.0 
Group 3 
No 
496 
308 
111 
38 
11 
1 
0 
0 
965 
% 
51.4 
31.9 
11.5 
3.9 
1.1 
0.1 
0.0 
0.0 
99.9 
% of Time 
Group 
86.4 
72.0 
52.1 
36.2 
18.0 
3.1 
0.0 
0.0 
The Table suggests that the lower risk inmates are those with shorter 
sentences and longer sentences. Looking at Group 1 it is possible to see that 
the percentage of re-offenders rises initially as custodial sentences rise before 
falling. This is also true of Group 2. For both groups the peak is reached for 
custodial sentences of between 0.5 and 0.9 years and for group 1 remains 
high for up to 1.9 years while for group 2 it begins to fall significantly after 1.4 
years. For group 3 it falls steadily from 0.4 years. 
Some caution is warranted in interpreting this trend, however, since the 
length of the parole sentence is related to the length of the custodial 
sentence. That is to say the length of parole sentence will be longer where the 
length of the custodial sentence is longer. This will have a bearing on the 
likelihood of failure. 
While time spent in custody did not show up as being significant in the 
regression analysis seriousness of offence as measured by sentence length 
was shown to be important. 
10.10 Performance by Number of Prisons 
Table 10.22 shows the number of prisons offenders have been in during their 
custodial sentence. 
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Table 10.22 
Number of Prisons by Group 
No. of 
Prisons 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
Total 
Source: 
No. Of 
cohort 
488 
406 
264 
159 
72 
28 
11 
5 
1433 
based on Q( 
% 
34.1 
28.3 
18.4 
11.1 
5.0 
2.0 
0.8 
0.3 
100.0 
:SC data 
Groupl 
No. 
19 
14 
17 
21 
6 
3 
1 
1 
82 
% 
23.2 
17.1 
20.7 
25.6 
7.3 
3.6 
1.2 
1.2 
99.9 
Group 2 
No. 
87 
76 
79 
69 
47 
20 
6 
3 
387 
% 
22.5 
19.6 
20.4 
17.8 
12.1 
5.2 
1.5 
0.8 
99.9 
Groups 
No. 
382 
316 
168 
69 
19 
5 
4 
1 
964 
% 
39.6 
32.8 
17.4 
7.1 
2.0 
0.5 
0.4 
0.1 
99.9 
Indeed, it does appear from the Table that a greater percentage of 
offenders in groups 1 and 2 have been moved more frequently than those in 
group 3. Unfortunately the reasons for these transfers are not shown and it 
may merely be that overall, offenders in group 3 have shorter sentences as 
shown in the previous table. 
Table 10.23 
Number of Prisons by Risk Index and Average 
No. of 
Prisons 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
more than 5 
No. 
487 
406 
264 
159 
72 
45 
Group 1 
0.7 
0.6 
1.1 
2.3 
1.5 
2.0 
Group 2 
Risk Index 
0.7 
0.7 
1.1 
1.6 
2.4 
2.4 
Group 4 
0.7 
0.7 
1.1 
1.7 
2.2 
2.4 
Offence Free Days 
Average Offence Free Days 
744.1 
713.5 
627.6 
464.0 
355.2 
294.4 
Source: based on QCSC data 
There is a very clear relationship shown in Table 10.23 between the 
number of prisons an inmate has been to during the sentence and the 
likelihood of readmission. The average number of offence free days falls from 
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in excess of 700 for inmates staying in one prison to less than 300 for those 
going to five or more. In groups 2 and 3 the risk index rises steadily as the 
number of prisons rises and this is the general trend in group 1 although it is 
more erratic. This very strongly confirms the findings in Chapter 9. 
10.11 Performance by Unemployment Area 
The hypothesis here is that offenders released to high unemployment areas 
will have a greater propensity to re-offend than those released to low 
unemployment areas. The assumption, however, is that inmates are released 
to the areas from which they were admitted to custody, that is, their suburb of 
residence Also the implication is that inmates finding employment have a 
great chance of parole success. The unemployment figures are based on the 
ABS 1991 census and the data for the offenders are given in Table 10.24 
Table 10.24 
Percentage Unemployment by Offenders 
Unemployment 
Rate(%) 
0-4 
5-9 
10-14 
15-19 
Over 20 
Total known 
Source: QCSC ar 
No 
12 
322 
652 
256 
106 
1348 
d ABSd 
%of 
cohort 
0.9 
23.9 
48.4 
19.0 
7.9 
100,1 
ata 
Group 1 
No 
1 
16 
46 
12 
2 
77 
% 
1.3 
20.8 
59.7 
15.6 
2.6 
100.0 
Gro 
No 
4 
94 
181 
63 
33 
375 
' Suburb 
up 2 
% 
1.1 
25.1 
48.3 
16.8 
8.8 
100.0 
Group 3 
No 
7 
212 
425 
181 
71 
896 
% 
0.8 
23.7 
47.4 
20.2 
7.9 
100.0 
At the level of disaggregation shown in Table 10.24 there are no 
significant differences between the groups except that group 1 has a larger 
percentage of offenders in the relatively high unemployment band of 10-14 
per cent. No significant relationship was found either in the regression 
analysis or from the risk index or offence free days measure. The Table does, 
however, also show that close to 50 per cent of all offenders also come within 
this band. Of course it should be noted that although the unemployment rate 
by suburb may be an indicator of social or economic group it is not 
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necessarily the case that inmates will seek or find work in their suburb of 
residence. 
10.12 Performance by Average Income of Area 
Table 10.25 shows average income by area taken from the ABS census in 
1991. As with the previous Table it assumes inmates to be released to the 
suburb from which they were admitted. Apart from the fact that a significant 
proportion of inmates comes from the lower income areas the most noticeable 
feature is the slightly larger proportion of inmates in group 1 which comes 
from income areas of below $35,000. 
Table 10.25 
Average Income by Offender's Home Suburb 
Average 
(Income) 
20 000-24 999 
25 000-29 999 
30 000-34 999 
35 000-39 999 
40 000-44 999 
45 000-49 999 
> 50 000 
Total known 
Source: QCSC anc 
%0f 
cohort 
1.5 
25.9 
41.0 
23.6 
4.9 
2.1 
1.0 
100.0 
ABS dat 
Groi 
No 
1 
13 
43 
16 
2 
3 
1 
79 
a 
Lipl 
% 
1.3 
16.4 
54.4 
20.2 
2.5 
3.8 
1.3 
99.9 
Group 2 
No 
5 
90 
161 
88 
14 
12 
6 
376 
% 
1.3 
23.9 
42.8 
23.4 
3.7 
3.2 
1.6 
99.9 
Groi 
No 
14 
247 
350 
215 
50 
14 
7 
897 
jp3 
% 
1.6 
27.5 
39.0 
24.0 
5.6 
1.6 
0.8 
100.0 
Interestingly the finding in Chapter 9 was a negative relationship 
between the average income and offence free days. This is not confirmed in 
Table 10.25 and is not confinned by the risk index or offence free days. 
10.13 Summary 
A number of important observations may be made from the foregoing 
analysis. Interestingly, only 5.7 per cent of inmates released on parole are 
likely to re-offend within a period of at least 12 months from release. This 
figure compares very favourably with a figure of around 50 per cent for 
inmates released without community supen/ision and suggests that such 
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community supervision is an effective means of monitoring potential offenders 
outside custody. Indeed, 67.3 per cent of releasees were successful in 
keeping out of prison for at least 12 months after release and this itself 
represents a considerable cost saving both in terms of the direct cost of 
imprisonment and in temns of the potential social cost of criminal activity. It is 
true, however, that 27.0 per cent of the offenders in the sample were re-
admitted to prison for parole violation but while expensive in terms of 
incarceration costs this action may well have prevented the incurring of costs 
by society resulting from a criminal offence. In any event the period for which 
they were released before re-admission represents a substantial cost saving. 
The analysis helps to identify high risk groups, which should perhaps 
be given more stringent parole conditions, closer supervision or more support 
after release. The evidence presented suggests that the most easily 
identifiable factors are age and Aboriginality. That is, the high risk offenders 
are in the younger age groups and are of Aboriginal descent while factors 
using this analysis such as the time spent in custody, the number of children, 
the economic characteristics of the inmates suburb and the number of 
previous convictions do not appear to be highly significant. There is some 
evidence to indicate that behaviour while in prison and employment status on 
admission and to a lesser degree marital status may negatively impact on 
post-release performance. 
Finally, while the factors examined in this study give some clues as to 
whether an inmate will re-offend on release they are by no means 
comprehensive. Unfortunately, data are not available on many potential 
explanatory factors such as inmates' alcohol or drug use, sibling criminal 
records and family functionality and it has been suggested that these are 
important in determining criminal tendency. The study does, however, 
successfully identify some high risk groups, which may well warrant closer 
scrutiny both in custody and after release. 
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10.14 Institutional Efficiency and Cost-Efficiency 
This section uses the data both from this chapter and Chapter 8 to measure 
potential cost savings resulting from keeping offenders from re-offending. 
10.14.1 Custodial Corrections 
In modern prison systems an important objective is that of the rehabilitation of 
inmates before their release. The preceding section discusses some of the 
factors which are important in detennining success or failure of an inmate 
released to the community. An additional factor may be considered to be the 
extent to which a particular institution prepares inmates for release. 
Altematively, the vigour with which a particular community corrections office 
monitors post-release activity is also important. This section presents and 
attempts to measure the efficiency of the institutions and community 
corrections regions in achieving this important objective. It utilises the risk 
index measure and the number of offence free days to evaluate performance. 
Table10.26 shows readmission rates by institution: 
Table 10.26 
Prison of Release 
Arthur Gorrie 
Borallon 
Brisbane Women's 
Work Centre 
Lotus Glen 
Moreton 
Numinbah 
Palen Creek 
Rockhampton 
Sir David Longland 
Townsville Men's 
Townsville Women's 
Wacol 
WORC 
Total known 
Readmlssion Rates 
Grou 
No 
3 
10 
2 
3 
14 
1 
4 
3 
7 
2 
7 
1 
20 
5 
82 
% 
3.7 
12.2 
2.4 
3.7 
17.1 
1.2 
4.9 
3.7 
8.5 
2.4 
8.5 
1.2 
24.4 
6.1 
100.0 
pi 
% of Prison 
Group 
37 
7.6 
3.5 
7.5 
8.9 
3.0 
3.2 
3.8 
6.4 
6.1 
4.2 
5.0 
9.4 
2.6 
by Institution 
Group 2 
No 
14 
39 
24 
9 
54 
10 
24 
14 
26 
18 
51 
0 
68 
36 
387 
% 
3.6 
10.1 
6.2 
2.3 
14.0 
2.6 
6.2 
3.6 
6.7 
4.7 
13.2 
0.0 
17.6 
9.3 
100.0 
% of Prison 
Group 
17.1 
29.5 
42.1 
22.5 
34.2 
30.3 
19.2 
17.9 
23.6 
54.5 
30.7 
0.0 
31.9 
19.1 
Group 3 
No 
65 
83 
31 
28 
90 
22 
97 
61 
77 
13 
108 
19 
125 
147 
966 
% 
67 
8.6 
3.2 
2.9 
9.3 
2.3 
10.0 
6.3 
8.0 
1.3 
11.2 
2.0 
12.9 
15.2 
100.0 
% of Prison 
Group 
79.3 
62.9 
54.4 
70.0 
57.0 
66.7 
77.6 
78.2 
70.0 
39.4 
65.1 
95.0 
58.7 
78.2 
Source: QCSC data 
Wi 
According to Table 10.26 the worst performing prisons in temris of the 
rate of re-offence are Wacol, Lotus Glen and Borallon. Why this should be is 
difficult to say although Lotus Glen has a relatively high proportion of 
Aboriginal inmates who it has already been shown exhibit a high rate of 
recidivism. The lowest figure is for the Work Outreach Camp at Charieville 
which is probably explained by the fact that these are generally the more 
trustworthy of inmates as would be the case with both Palen Creek and 
Numinbah. Arthur Gorrie and Moreton also seem to do well for reasons which 
are unclear. 
More specifically, while 14.8 per cent of the sample was released from 
Wacol, 24.4 per cent will re-offend and 17.6 per cent will violate their parole. 
The figures for Lotus Glen are 17.1 per cent and 34.2 per cent respectively 
and for Borallon 12.2 per cent and 29.5 per cent. Further, Table 10.26 shows 
that 9.4 per cent of inmates released from Wacol will re-offend during their 
parole with 8.9 per cent at Lotus Glen and 7.6 per cent at Borallon. 
Interestingly, Table 10.26 also shows that 95 per cent of the female 
inmates released from Townsville Women's prison successfully complete their 
parole or at least do not re-offend during the observation period (compared to 
54.4 per cent at Brisbane Women's) and this is followed by Arthur Gorrie with 
79.3 per cent, WORC and Palen Creek with 78.2 per cent and Numinbah with 
77.6 per cent. 
The group 3 figure confirms this although it is evident that Sir David 
Longland Prison also has a poor overall success rate in particular with parole 
violation where 54.5 per cent are returned to prison for this reason. This may 
be attributed to the fact that this is a maximum security prison and for the 
most part is not preparing inmates for release to the community. This does 
not, however, explain why at Brisbane Women's Correctional Centre 42.1 per 
cent of inmates are returned to prison as a result of a parole breach. 
Much of this is confirmed by the offence free days measure and the 
risk index shown in Table10.27 
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Table 10.27 
Offence Free Da^ 
Prison 
Arthur Gorrie 
Borallon 
Brisbane Women's 
Work Centre 
Lotus Glen 
Moreton 
Numinbah 
Palen Creek 
Rockhampton 
Sir David Longland 
Townsville Men's 
Townsville 
Wacol 
WORC 
Total 
Inmates 
82 
132 
57 
40 
158 
33 
125 
78 
110 
33 
163 
23 
213 
188 
1435 
fs and Risk Index by Institution 
Group 1 
1.6 
0.8 
1.6 
0.8 
0.6 
1.9 
1.8 
1.5 
0.9 
0.9 
1.3 
1.3 
0.6 
2.1 
Risk Index 
Group 2 
1.6 
0.9 
0.6 
1.2 
0.8 
0.9 
1.4 
1.5 
1.1 
0.5 
0.9 
2.1 
0.8 
1.4 
Group 3 
1.6 
0.9 
0.7 
1.1 
0.8 
1.0 
1.5 
1.5 
1.1 
0.5 
1.0 
1.9 
0.8 
1.5 
Average Offence 
Free Days 
708.9 
585.3 
569.5 
663.9 
588.9 
654.1 
708.6 
720.9 
635.1 
441.4 
605.1 
7147 
600.3 
795.9 
648.7 
Source based on QCSC data 
As shown in Table 10.27 the average number of offence free days for 
all inmates is 648.7. The worst performing prison shown is Sir David 
Longland with only 441 offence free days per inmate. The risk index also 
shows that there is a high risk of re-admission through parole violation and a 
relatively high risk of re-offence for inmates released from this gaol. At 
Brisbane Women's offenders are less likely to re-offend but very likely to 
breach their parole conditions. Prisons where releasees are likely to re-offend 
also include Borallon, Lotus Glen, Wacol, Rockhampton and the Work Centre 
at Wacol. Re-offence is least likely to occur among releasees from the Work 
Outreach Centres these being overall the best perfonners. It should be noted 
that inmates who are attending these Centres have the opportunity of working 
in the community, that is, in a de-institutionalised setting, where they are also 
able to put aside their earnings so that when they are released they are in a 
better financial position to maintain themselves. Other consistent performers 
are Palen Creek, Townsville Women's, Arthur Gorrie and Numinbah, all with 
in excess of 700 offence free days per inmate. 
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10.14.2 Cost-Efficiency 
Bearing in mind that the alternative to being released on parole is remaining in 
prison at an average cost of around $33, 336/year or approximately $91.30 
/day (See Chapter 8, Table 8.2) it is possible to calculate the per inmate costs 
savings for each institution and use them as a measure of cost-efficiency. It 
should be noted that these are only the direct savings resulting from keeping 
an inmate out of prison and they do not take into account gains from 
employment, losses from welfare payments, the cost of community 
corrections and so on. They nevertheless do provide the basis for some 
meaningful comparison. Cost-efficiency comparisons are shown in Table 
10.28 
Table 10.28 
Prison 
Sir David Longland 
Brisbane Women's 
Borallon 
Lotus Glen 
WACOL 
Townsville Men's 
Rockhampton 
Moreton 
Work Centre 
Numinbah 
Arthur Gorrie 
Townsville Women's 
Palen Creek 
WORC 
Total 
Cost-Efficiency by Institution 
Inmates 
33 
57 
132 
158 
213 
163 
110 
33 
40 
125 
82 
23 
78 
188 
1435 
Offence 
Free Days 
14567 
32462 
77263 
93043 
127866 
98636 
69856 
21586 
26556 
88580 
58132 
16439 
56234 
149622 
930842 
Total Saving 
per day{$) 
1329967 
2963781 
7054112 
8494826 
11674166 
9005467 
6377853 
1970802 
2424563 
8087354 
5307452 
1500881 
5134164 
13660489 
84985875 
Saving/Inmate 
per day($) 
40302.03 
51996.15 
53440.24 
53764.72 
54808.29 
55248.26 
57980.48 
59721.27 
60614.07 
64698.83 
64725.02 
65255.68 
65822.62 
72662.17 
59223.61 
Source based: QCSC data 
Table 10.28 uses the average figure of $91.30/day in order to calculate 
the cost-efficiency. This is on the assumption that if remaining in prison for 
the remainder of their parole period it will not necessarily be at the prison of 
release. Also, the cost saving of the cheaper prisons will, by definition, be 
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less than for the more expensive prisons for the same offence free period and 
this would bias the result. It is interesting that Table 10.28 shows that the 
minimum total amount saved by using community supervision rather than 
imprisonment for the 1435 inmates in the sample used in this study is close to 
$85 million. To put this another way, had those inmates remained in prison 
rather than being released on parole the cost to the community would have 
been $85 million more. 
When the figures from Table 10.27 are translated into cost-efficiencies 
as in Table 10.28 the ranking remains the same. Interestingly, however, 
some of the most expensive institutions rank among the least cost efficient. 
Obvious examples are Sir David Longland, Brisbane Women's and Lotus 
Glen. Conversely, the best performers include many of the cheaper 
institutions on a per/inmate/basis. Among these are Palen Creek, Arthur 
Gorrie and Numinbah. 
10.15 Community Corrections 
Some of the responsibility for parole success or failure can be assumed by 
the community corrections offices which are required to supervise inmates 
after release. In 1996 in Queensland the administration of community 
corrections was divided into five regions (this has since been reduced to four). 
This section attempts to measure the efficiency of each region using a similar 
analysis to the preceding section. 
Recalling that group 1 consists of parolees who have committed 
another offence on release it is evident that inmates released to the 
Metropolitan Region have the worst record. Indeed 34.1 per cent of all re-
offences were committed in this region. This is followed by the Northern 
region comprising of 24.4 per cent of the re-offence group. A similar pattern is 
observed when parole breaches (group 2) are considered. 
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Table 10.29 
Readmission Rates 
REGION 
Central 
Metropolitan 
North Coast 
Northem 
Southem 
Total 
REGION 
Central 
Metropolitan 
North Coast 
Northem 
Southem 
Total 
Source basec 
Total No 
132 
507 
216 
309 
243 
1407 
Total No 
132 
507 
216 
309 
243 
1407 
:QCSC d 
% 
9.4 
36.0 
15.3 
22.0 
17.3 
100.0 
% 
9.4 
36.0 
15.3 
22.0 
17.3 
100.0 
ata 
by Community Supervision Reaion 
No 
11 
28 
14 
20 
9 
82 
Groupl 
% 
13.4 
34.1 
17.1 
24.4 
11.0 
100.0 
% of Cat 
8.3 
5.5 
6.5 
6.5 
3.7 
Group 3 
No 
97 
320 
151 
188 
184 
940 
% 
10.3 
34.0 
16.1 
20.0 
19.6 
100.0 
% of Cat 
73.5 
63.1 
69.9 
60.8 
75.7 
Group 2 
No 
24 
159 
51 
101 
50 
385 
No 
35 
187 
65 
121 
59 
467 
% 
6.2 
41.3 
13.2 
26.2 
13.0 
100.0 
Group 
% 
7.5 
40.0 
13.9 
25.9 
12.6 
100.0 
% of Cat 
18.2 
31.4 
23.6 
32.7 
20.6 
4 
% of Cat 
26.5 
36.9 
30.1 
39.2 
24.3 
Looking across the table (per cent of cat) it is evident that the success 
rates (group 3) are the lowest in the Northern region with only 60.8 per cent 
successfully completing their parole followed by the Metropolitan region with 
63.1 per cent. The best performer is again the Southern region. 
Table 10.30 
Offence Free Days and Risk Index by Community Corrections Region 
Region 
Central 
Metropolitan 
North Coast 
Northem 
Southern 
Total 
Source: based 
No 
132 
507 
216 
309 
243 
1407 
on QCSC dal 
Offree 
91965 
315542 
146024 
183734 
174163 
911428 
a 
Offree/No 
696.7 
622.4 
676.0 
594.6 
716.7 
647.8 
Group 1 
1.4 
0.9 
1.1 
1.1 
0.6 
Group 2 
0.7 
1.1 
0.9 
1.2 
0.8 
Group 4 
0.8 
1.1 
0.9 
1.2 
07 
The results shown in Table 10.30 largely confirm those from the 
previous Table 10.29. Using the offence free days measure the average for 
the Northern region is the lowest followed by the Metropolitan region. The 
most successful region is the Southern region. 
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The risk index, however, shows that the highest risk of re-offence is the 
Southem region followed by the Metropolitan region. For parole breach the 
Southem region comes second to the Central region. Readmission rates as a 
whole are shown by group 4 and indicate that offenders in the Southem 
region although, on average, remain outside prison for longer are more likely 
to eventually be readmitted. This is also true of the Central Region 
Rates of readmission will, of course, depend upon the nature of the 
inmates released. The Northem region will have a high proportion of rural 
Aboriginals who it has been established have a high propensity to re-offend. 
This may also be true of the Metropolitan region although this region will also 
contain relatively large proportions of offenders from poorer suburbs. 
Readmission will also be affected by the extent of supervision by 
community corrections officers and the decisions made by them with regard to 
the seriousness of a breach. The results indicate that there may be a need to 
increase levels of supervision in the Northem and Metropolitan regions in 
order to extend the offence free day period. On the other hand, in the 
Southem and Central Regions it would appear that the latter stages of an 
offender's parole need to be more closely supervised in order to prevent re-
offence. 
10.15.1 Cost-Efficiency 
Table 10.31 uses a similar method as in Table 10.28 to calculate cost savings 
by community supervision region. 
Cos 
REGION 
Central 
Metropolitan 
North Coast 
Northem 
Southern 
Total 
t-Efficiency b^  
Offenders 
132 
507 
216 
309 
243 
1407 
Table: 10.3" 
f Community 
Offence-Free 
Days 
91965 
315542 
146024 
183734 
174163 
911428 
1 
Supervision 
Total Saving 
per day($) 
8396405 
28808985 
13331991 
16774914 
15901082 
83213377 
Region 
Saving/Offender! 
per day($) 
63609 
56822 
61722 
54288 
65437 
59142 
Source: based on QCSC data 
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When the savings per community supervision region are calculated it is 
the Southem region which is the most cost-efficient. This is closely followed 
by the Central region with the least cost-efficient being the Northem region 
and the Metropolitan region respectively. Table 10.31 reinforces the notion 
that there are significant efficiency variations and while these may well result 
from the differences in the type of offenders supervised it nevertheless 
indicates some inequity in resource allocation. Ideally resources should be 
allocated in such a manner as to equalise levels of efficiency. 
10.16 Conclusion 
Both custodial centres and community corrections regions differ in their 
readmission rates. The preceding analysis identifies those custodial 
corrections centres which perform well and those which perform poorly. The 
importance of this is highlighted by the potential to achieve substantial 
savings by lengthening the offence free day period. Possible ways of 
achieving this are as follows: 
• poor periormers among custodial centres should place more 
emphasis on preparation for release. 
• inmates could be required to spend time in better periorming 
prisons before being released. 
• a detailed analysis of the factors which make ceriain 
institutions successful could be undertaken. 
• Similarly, community corrections regions differ in their 
efficiency. Since they represent an imporiant contributor to 
the rehabilitation process they can also contribute to the 
achievement of cost saving by raising levels of efficiency. 
• additional resources should be channelled towards the poor 
periorming regions in order to increase the level of 
supervision. 
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• a detailed analysis of the factors which make some regions 
more successful than others could be undertaken. 
• more resources in total could be allocated to community 
corrections since there are very substantial financial gains to 
be made from lengthening the offence free period and the 
cost of community supen/ision by comparison is relatively 
low. 
The extremely high cost of imprisonment in this chapter draws attention 
to the possibility of significant changes in resource allocation. This may bring 
about greater cost-efficiency in both the custodial and community corrections 
areas. In addition the benefits achieved from keeping people out of prison are 
very substantial. For example, some offenders will undoubtedly find 
employment on release and in any case the daily cost of imprisonment will in 
most instances, exceed the daily cost of welfare benefits. In addition 
offenders outside institutions are at least provided with the opportunity to 
contribute to the welfare and support of their families rather than representing 
a "burden" while in prison. The issue raised here is one of adequate 
preparation for release and adequate supervision after release 
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CHAPTER 11 
Summary and Conclusions 
11.1 Conclusion 
Imprisonment remains so deeply entrenched in modern societies that there is 
little doubt that it is here to stay. The ever-burgeoning penal systems in most 
countries pose serious questions relating to the functions and effectiveness of 
prisons and the allocation of public resources. This study has been aimed at 
addressing these issues in particular with regard to the Queensland prison 
system and this has enabled some important conclusions to be drawn and 
some important policy recommendations to be made. The use of both 
sociological data and economic data has facilitated an innovative 
interdisciplinary approach to the analysis. 
While drawing its inspiration from some of the modern pioneers in the 
economics of crime, the study adopts a slightly different approach, which is 
necessarily based on the availability of data. Rather than using purely pre-
imprisonment socio-economic data, the study utilises data collected from 
offenders on admission to prison and data on offenders while serving their 
prison sentence. There is thus a mix of pre-admission and post-admission 
data, which provide a sound character and behavioural background for 
offenders in the study. Also, in contrast with other studies (Withers, 1984, 
Lewis, 1987) the emphasis is placed on the decision to re-offend rather than 
the decision to offend. These are, however, essentially the same. 
This approach provides some obvious advantages. By and large, the 
records compiled and retained by prison administrators are both thorough and 
accurate. This is vitally important as far as the quality of the results is 
concemed. By utilising data on parolees it is possible to more precisely track 
their post-release activity. Finally and perhaps, most importantly from a 
resource consumption angle evidence indicates that not only have a high 
proportion of inmates offended before but also that a high proportion of 
inmates released from prison will offend again. Indeed the data for 
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Queensland show that in excess of 60 per cent of inmates released without 
any fomn of community supervision will retum to prison within a twelve-month 
period. In other words, the tendency is for crimes to be committed by a core 
of individuals rather than by a random cross-section of the community. Thus, 
by identifying those individuals and taking steps to ensure that the opportunity 
for re-offence is minimised the effect on the crime rate could be quite 
substantial. 
The deep entrenchment of prison systems in Queensland and 
elsewhere in Australia emanates largely from the growth, development and 
philosophies of prison administration in Britain, Europe and the USA. While 
the emphasis on the function of imprisonment has swung over time between 
deterrence, retribution and rehabilitation it is today acknowledged that all 
three are important objectives for prison policy makers. Perhaps the most 
easily visible of these is the retributive function but the question that must be 
asked is what price is society prepared to pay for this. On deterrence the 
evidence is mixed and given persistently high rates of recidivism prisons do 
not appear to be successfully rehabilitating. It may be that the rehabilitation 
process begins only after an inmate has been released. 
While the origin of the prison system in both NSW and Queensland 
suggests, through the use of convict labour, the ticket-of-leave programme 
and the integration of released inmates into the community that rehabilitation 
was an important objective the regime became increasingly oppressive and 
punitive throughout the late 19*" century and the 20**^  century. Despite some 
refomns such as the introduction of the parole system it is evident that in 
Queensland the corrective services were by the 1980's in a state of 
administrative chaos and confusion. The Kennedy Review showed the 
prisons of Queensland to be largely overcrowded, archaic, inhumane and in 
neglect of any genuine attempts at rehabilitation. 
The recommendations of the Kennedy Commission were wide ranging 
and comprehensive being aimed mainly at the modernisation and more 
efficient and humane delivery of corrective services in the state. Thus came 
into being the Queensland Corrective Services Commission in 1989, charged 
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with the responsibility of introducing the reforms recommended by Jim 
Kennedy. At the head of QCSC was Keith Hamburger (as Director/General) 
and for the first four years of its administration the QCSC achieved positive 
and encouraging change. In particular, prisons were modernised while some 
of the older gaols such as Brisbane Gaol were closed. More specifically, the 
prison population began to fall quite dramatically as the QCSC adopted its 
policy of 'prison as a last resort'. Community supen/ision where practicable 
became a favoured option. At the same time, as shown in this study, there 
was no dramatic rise in the average annual rate of growth of the crime rate. 
Perhaps unfortunately, after 1994 the prison population began to rise 
(and continues to do so). The exact reasons for this are unclear but it is true 
that prison accommodation has been expanding with new prisons being 
opened at Woodford and Westbrook (and planned at Wacol) while existing 
prisons are being extended (Sir David Longland, Borallon, Arthur Gorrie). 
Once these infrastructures are in place there may be a tendency to keep them 
operating at capacity. Sentencing authorities will be aware of the available 
space and may wish to avoid potentially dangerous overcrowding. 
Also disappointingly the pledge to reduce the Aboriginals in 
Queensland prisons has not been fulfilled. At the time of the Kennedy Review 
Aboriginals comprised around 20% of the prison population. By 1996 this 
figure had not changed. 
Kennedy also recommended the increased participation of the private 
sector in corrective services delivery. It was his hope that more competition 
would lead to greater efficiency. Borallon was the first prison to become fully 
privatised the management contract being awarded to Corrections 
Corporation of Australia. Arthur Gorrie a newly built remand and reception 
centre at Wacol followed this being managed by Australasian Corrections 
Management. Interestingly, as shown in this study the unit cost of 
imprisonment in Queensland has been falling and indeed when a third prison, 
at Woodford, was offered for tender, it was the Queensland Corrective 
Services Commission which was awarded the contract. Whether the 
apparent fall in unit costs results from the introduction of private sector 
jfe*?-i* 
competition or whether it results merely from an expansion of the prison 
industry is difficult to detennine. A comparison of the costs of the private 
sector operator at Borallon with a public sector prison at Wacol revealed no 
substantial cost variations. Finally, such is the commitment of the 
Queensland Government to corporatisatlon that there is the intention to lease 
the present QCSC managed goals to a corporate entity which will be required 
to compete with private sector submissions once the initial contract expires. 
An examination of the population of Queensland's prisons shows them 
to be predominantly male, under the age of 30 and with an over-
representation of aboriginals. In addition, they are relatively poorly educated 
compared to the Queensland population and come from the less affluent 
suburbs of Brisbane. That these individuals are more likely to commit an 
offence reflects the fewer opportunities offered to them to provide a livelihood 
by legitimate means. Finally, since in excess of 50% of these offenders were 
unemployed on admission to prison it appears that they are lacking in labour 
market skills. 
Escalating inmate numbers necessarily implies escalating total costs 
unless average costs can be reduced. In Queensland in 1996 the average 
cost of keeping an inmate in prison for one year was in the vicinity of $33,000. 
This of course varies according to the type of prison in which the inmate is 
held. High security prisons are the most expensive on a unit cost basis while 
low security institutions are the cheapest. While unit costs in Queensland, as 
previously mentioned, have been falling this has been insufficient to offset the 
increase in the imprisonment rate. There are ways in which reductions might 
be achieved. Different institutions have different cost figures for the same 
area of expenditure. This may imply inefficiency. Alternatively, there is some 
scope for using less expensive forms of supervision such as community 
supervision or open custody institutions for those low risk inmates currently 
held in high security prisons (in June 1996 more than 50 per4 cent of inmates 
were classified medium security or below). The cost of community 
supen/ision (parole) is in the vicinity of $600/inmate/year and the data show 
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that only around 6 per cent of these offenders will re-offend within a 12 month 
period after release. 
A further way of reducing the financial burden of imprisonment is to 
attempt to reduce the custodial population itself. More specifically by 
attempting to prevent re-offence on release the savings made from keeping 
people out of prison amount to around $90/day. In order to do this it is 
necessary first to identify those inmates who are likely to re-offend on release. 
Given that the Queensland prison population could be perceived as a largely 
homogeneous group to predict re-offence requires a disaggregation of the 
factors which may be responsible. Using data supplied by the QCSC 21 
variables have been used to predict 'success' or 'failure' on release. Success 
is defined as the number of days an inmate remains outside prison after 
release. The use of multiple regression analysis identifies the high risk 
groups and this is supplemented by percentage failure rates. By and large 
the results conform to expectations indicating that high risk groups are 
younger, single offenders who have a poor prison record, a history of re-
offence and who possess few labour market skills. 
If recidivism is used as a measure of success or failure it is possible 
also to identify which of Queensland's prisons is the most successful. The 
worst perfomning prisons overall are the high security prisons whereas, as a 
general rule, the lower security prisons appear to better prepare inmates for 
release. This is also true when readmission rates are converted into 
institutional cost-success or failure or when translated into cost savings some 
community supervision regions perform better than others. 
11.2 Policy Recommendations 
The importance of the study lies in its qualification of recidivism theory and in 
the scope for practical application. Also, the cost implications of a continued 
expansion of the prison system are made visible clear. These are important 
issues from a resource allocation perspective in particular during a time when 
the tide is turning against high levels of public sector spending. The main 
conclusions can be summarised as follows: 
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• the Queensland prison system evolved in the shadow of European judicial 
systems and the similarities remain. 
• as elsewhere Queensland prisons are expected to punish, deter and 
rehabilitate. The emphasis on these functions changes over time and also 
different individuals have differing views on their relative importance. 
• throughout history problems such as inadequate work facilities, recidivism, 
the efficacy of short sentences and overcrowding are recurring themes. 
• the recommendations of the Kennedy Report in 1989 were swiftly 
implemented but in some areas, namely 'prison as a last resort' policy 
appears to have changed direction. 
• on an expenditure basis there does not appear to be an appreciable 
difference between the public and private provision of corrective services. 
• the population of Queensland's prisons may be viewed as a homogenous 
group with identifiable common characteristics. 
• the cost of imprisonment is high in particular in secure custody institutions. 
By comparison the cost of community supervision is low. 
• the re-offence rate among inmates released on parole is relatively low 
when compared to those inmates released without supervision. 
• it is possible to identify groups of inmates who have a high propensity to 
re-offend on release. 
• it is possible to identify groups of individuals who are likely to be 
successful on release. 
• Aboriginals are grossly over-represented. 
A number of important policy recommendations can be made on the basis 
of the findings: 
• the Queensland prison population is rising rapidly and the effect, if any, on 
the crime rate needs careful evaluation (there is always an incarceration 
effect). 
• Queensland may benefit from a policy comparison with Australian states 
such as Tasmania and Victoria where imprisonment rates are lower. 
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• some rationalisation of expenditures may bring efficiency gains and a 
further lowering of average costs. 
• the rationale behind the private provision of corrective services needs to 
be re-examined particularly with regard to accountability. 
• the Queensland Corrective Services Commission should direct more 
attention towards alternative methods of offender supervision, in particular 
the parole system. 
• there should be a clear definition of the expectations of the prison system 
in relation to its functional outcomes. 
• the system of community supervision appears to be successful in reducing 
re-offence rates and on a cost/inmate basis is relatively inexpensive. 
Consideration should therefore be given to extending this programme in 
order to reduce readmission rates. 
• Younger inmates need very close supervision on release from prison and 
perhaps special programmes. 
• Inmates in certain groups may need additional support facilities on 
release. 
These include - Aboriginals 
- inmates with large families 
• Inmates from certain groups may require more strict supervision on 
release. These include: 
- inmates who have been frequently moved between prisons. Alternatively 
inmates wherever possible, should be moved less frequently. 
- inmates who have frequently transgressed discipline codes 
-inmates who have frequently offended on previous occasions. 
• inmates should not be released from high security prisons. 
• more resources should be devoted to education in order to improve 
employment opportunities on release 
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• more resources should be devoted to increasing labour mari<et skills since 
those inmates who were employed on admission remain outside prison for 
longer when released. 
• inmates should not be released without a period of community supervision. 
Interestingly, most of these recommendations are relatively inexpensive 
to implement and if they result in a reduction in the rate of re-offence they will 
also result in substantial cost savings. Whether the adoption of these 
measures is politically feasible depends to a large extent on the value which 
the public places on the punitive and supposedly deterrent effect of 
imprisonment. This raises an important resource issue. 
It has been shown that offenders largely come from economically 
disadvantaged groups. On the whole they lack work skills and educational 
training and they are unemployed when admitted to gaol. There is therefore, 
a considerable incentive for them to provide an income through illegitimate 
means. This is particularly the case where drug and alcohol use is common. 
To keep an offender in prison, it has been shown, costs, in Queensland, on 
average $90/day. The allocation of welfare payments to the unemployed is 
less than this. There is then, the possibility of diverting resources from the 
prison industry towards programmes aimed at raising the quality of life of 
potential offenders and reducing the incentive to commit crime. This however, 
is dependent upon reducing the inmate population. If such programmes were 
successful in reducing the crime rate there would be substantial gains in net 
social benefit. This would represent a diversion of public resources rather 
than an increase in the total allocation and at the same time the costs of 
crime, borne by the victims, would fall. In addition, at least some potential 
offenders would add productivity by entering the labour market. Unfortunately 
perhaps many of these decisions entail political as well as economic motives. 
A reduction in the prison population brought about by shorter custodial 
sentences or eariy release programmes can prove to be politically unpopular 
and governments with limited terms of office may be reluctant to implement 
such policies. 
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